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WEEK IN REVIEW:

Mon (Dec. 17) Tues (Dec. 18) Wed (Dec. 19) Thurs (Dec. 20) Fri (Dec. 21)
12:00 PM 12:00 PM 12:00 PM
Council Budget Retreat, Community Safety Economic Development
Room CH-14 Committee, Committee,
Room CH-14 Room CH-14
4:00 PM

Council Meeting with
Waters Consulting Group,
Room CH-14

5:00 PM
Zoning Meeting,
Room CH-14






CALENDAR DETAILS:

Monday, December 17
12:00 pm Council Budget Retreat, Room CH-14

4:00 pm Council Meeting with Waters Consulting Group, CH-14
5:00 pm Council Zoning Meeting, Room CH-14

Wednesday, December 19
12:00 pm Community Safety Committee, Room CH-14
AGENDA: Pedicab regulation; Focus Area Plan update; 2013 proposed meeting
calendar

Thursday, December 20
12:00 pm Economic Development Committee, Room CH-14
AGENDA: SBO program revisions; CRVA annual report

December and January calendars are attached (see “2. Calendar.pdf”).

AGENDA NOTES:

Agenda Item #21 — Property Transactions (Condemnation of 3826 Raleigh St.)
Staff Resources: Laura Rushing, E&PM, 704-336-3122, Irushing@charlottenc.qov
Becky Insogna, E&PM, 704-432-0314, binsogna@charlottenc.qov

At the December 10, 2012, Council meeting, City Council considered a condemnation
resolution for a permanent easement and temporary easement for the Blue Line Extension
project on a property owned by SRI Holdings. This property is used primarily as a scrap metal
yard. Photos of the property and images which describe the areas needed by the City are
attached (see “3. Raleigh Street.pdf”).

Council deferred their decision after hearing from the property owner's attorney. The attorney
stated that the property owners were out of the country on December 10, that the owners had
been given too little time to respond to the appraisal, and requested Council deferral.

The attorney listed several concerns on behalf of the property owners:
e A concern that the appraised value is too low. The appraised value for the easements is
$26,750 and the property owner's counteroffer is $98,000.
e A concern that the business will lose income or profit because of the acquisition.
e A concern that consideration is needed to relocate the business or at least the materials
currently stored on the easement area.
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Staff has researched the concerns. The City appraisal was conducted by two certified members
of the independent Appraisal Institute. The counteroffer and appraised value are too far apart
for a negotiated settlement. If a condemnation process is begun, negotiations will continue
and, if needed, the property owner will have ample opportunity to present his concerns about
the appraisal to the courts.

Regarding business loss, per federal regulation the appraiser cannot consider and the City
cannot compensate for loss of business income.

Regarding relocation, the City will compensate for appropriate relocation of the materials
currently stored on the easement area to another part of the large property. The City already
has obtained quotes for this relocation expense. The City is also seeking quotes from firms who
can help the property owners determine to where the items might be relocated on the
property.

City staff has also requested information from the property owners to help determine whether
the acquisition will result in a loss substantial enough to support relocation of the entire
business. If the City and the FTA determine there is substantial loss, the City could compensate
for moving expenses and certain other expenses to support the total relocation. However, the
property owner would be responsible for selling the remainder of the property. All of these
relocation questions can be finalized during and after the condemnation process which will set
the compensation amount.

Staff will meet with the property owners upon their return to town late Friday afternoon.

INFORMATION:

Council-Manager Memo and Council Packet Delivery Schedule During Holidays
Staff Resource: Wilson Hooper, City Manager’s Office, 704-336-8774, whooper@charlottenc.gov

Due to the City’s holiday schedule, the Council-Manager Memo and Council packets will be
produced and delivered on an alternative schedule the next two weeks. The CM-Memo/mail
packet will be produced once next week, on Wednesday, December 19 and once the following
week on Friday, December 28.

City Land Development Customer Satisfaction Survey

Staff Resources: Laura Harmon, Planning, 704-336-4565, lharmon@charlottenc.qov
Mike Davis, CDOT, 704-336-3938, madavis@charlottenc.gov

Dave Weekly, E&PM, 704-336-4103, dweekly@charlottenc.qgov

City land development services conducts a customer satisfaction survey every two years, the
latest covering the period June 2010 to June 2012. The report measures three core aspects of
the customer experience:
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e Staff — Professionalism, listening, understanding, responsiveness.

e Process — Timeliness, ease of access, ability to quickly get help.

e Service — Satisfaction with specific services, consistency from plan review to inspections,
clarity/quality of comments, respondent’s overall willingness to recommend the City.

Results were based on responses from 124 developers, designers and contractors. This
represents a positive response rate of 15.2% and is a significant increase in responses
compared to 69 in the 2010 survey.

Highest satisfaction levels were related to City staff being consistently courteous and
professional; and the benefits of pre-submittal meetings. Lowest satisfaction levels were
related to the timeliness of the process. Areas with lower satisfaction are being reviewed and
addressed by staff.

The survey results will be discussed with the Subdivision Steering Committee on December 19.
The full report is attached (see “4. Land Dev survey.pdf”).

Report on Ordinance Alignment Initiative, Phase |

Staff Resource: Laura Harmon, Planning, 704-336-4565, lharmon®@charlottenc.qgov
Mike Davis, CDOT, 704-336-3938, madavis@charlottenc.gov

Dave Weekly, E&PM, 704-336-4103, dweekly@charlottenc.qov

Planning, CDOT and E&PM staff have been working closely together on an initiative to align
ordinances governing land development in Charlotte. The report on Phase | of the Ordinance
Alignment Initiative is now complete, identifying and prioritizing the ordinance issues to be
addressed. A summary of the report is attached (see “5.0rdinance.pdf”).

The ordinances include Subdivision, Tree, Erosion Control, Post-Construction Control and
Zoning, each of which helps ensure land development protects the public and provides
comprehensive infrastructure. But the ordinance requirements are also numerous, complex
and administered across several departments, so it is in the City’s interest to see that,
together, the ordinances support and complement a common vision. This initiative seeks to
eliminate ordinance misalignments, overlaps and gaps, and improve flexibility, predictability
and clarity.

Through collaboration among the three departments and with the development community,
staff has identified the top three misalignments for improvement:

e Establishing consistent requirements for sidewalks and frontage improvements.

e Evaluating strategies to achieve multiple common green space goals.

e Reevaluating street design requirements in environmentally critical areas.

Among other service improvements identified in Phase I:
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e Sustaining a collaborative relationship among management of the three departments.
e Conducting staff training around key goals.

e Developing shared Balanced Scorecard targets for land development activities among
the three departments.

e Reevaluating the format and structure of stakeholder committees to improve
collaboration between staff, the development community, and community
representatives.

The Phase | report will be discussed with the Subdivision Steering Committee on December 19.
Phase Il has begun and includes planning for ordinance revisions, staff training, process

improvements and development of a framework to increase administrative flexibility in
applying ordinance requirements.

ATTACHMENTS:

November 1 Economic Development Committee Summary (see “6. ED Summary 11.1.12.pdf”)
November 14 Community Safety Committee Summary (see “7. CS Summary 11.14.12.pdf”)

November 19 Environment Committee Summary (see “8. ENV Summary 11.19.12.pdf”)
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Sun

December

Mon

12/14/2012

Tue

Wed

Thu

Fri Sat

|

3

11:30a-12p
Council-Manager
Relations
Committee,
Room 266
12:00p
Transportation
and Planning
Committee
Room 280

1:30p

Economic
Development
Committee,
Room CH-14
3:00p
Governmental
Affairs Committee
Meeting,

Room 280

4

9:00a -12p

Small Business
Opportunity Town
Hall Meeting
Room 267

10

4:00p
Council Business
Meeting

11

12

10:00a

Streetcar Starter
Project Ground-
breaking Ceremony
Presbyterian Hospital
Front Lawn

200 Hawthorne Lane

13

6:00 — 8:00p
Small Business
Opportunity Town
Hall Meeting
Room CH-14

14

15

16

17

12:00 - 2:30p
Budget Retreat
Room CH-14

4:00p

Council Meeting
with The Waters
Consulting Group
Room CH-14

5:00p
Zoning Meeting

18

19

12:00p
Community Safety
Committee,

Rm. CH-14

20

12:00p
Economic
Development
Committee,
Room CH-14

21

22

23

24

CHRISTMAS
HOLIDAY

25

CHRISTMAS
HOLIDAY

26

27

28

29

30

31






12/14/2012

January

Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri Sat
1 2 3 4 5
NEW YEAR’S 12:00p
HOLIDAY Economic
Development
Committee,
Room CH-14
6 7 8 9 10 11 12
3:00p 12:00p
Governmental Housing &
Affairs Committee Neighborhood
Meeting, Development
Room 280 Committee,
Room 280
5:00p

Council Workshop/
Citizens’ Forum

13 14 15 16 17 18 19

8:00a 12:00p 12:00p
Joint Community Safety Economic
Mecklenburg Committee, Development
Delegation — Rm. 280 Committee,
City Council Room CH-14
Meeting
Room 267
3:30p
Transportation &
Planning
Committee
Meeting
Room 280
5:00p
Council Business
Meeting
20 21 22 23 24 25 26
3:00p 12:00p 12:00p 9:30a - 12:00p
MARTIN LUTHER | Environment Housing & Transportation & District 3
KING, JR. Committee, Neighborhood Planning Town Hall
HOLIDAY Room 280 Development Committee Meeting
Committee, Meeting CMC Steele
5:00p Room 280 Room 280 Creek
Council Zoning 13640
Meeting 5:30p Steelecroft
Metropolitan Parkway
Transit Commission,
Room 267
27 28 29 30 31
11:45a
Council-Manager
Relations
Committee,
Room 280
5:00p

Citizens’ Forum/
Council Business
Meeting
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City of Charlotte
2012 Land Development Customer Satisfaction Survey

Executive Summary

Project Description

L eadership from the City of Charlotte requested that Customer Service Solutions, Inc. (CSS) design, administer,
and result a survey of the land development community to assess satisfaction with permitting functions. The
survey created for this project is shown in the Appendix of thisreport. CSS used 5-point scales to measure three
core aspects of the customer experience:

< Staff-related Attributes. These gauged aspects of staff professionalism, listening,
understanding, and responsiveness.

« Processrelated Attributes. These gauged aspects of process timeliness, ease of access, and
ability to quickly get help.

< Servicerelated Attributes. These gauged satisfaction with specific services, consistency from
plan review to inspections, clarity/quality of comments, and the respondent’ s overall willingness
to recommend the City.

Open-ended questions were used to solicit more detailed responses. Specific targeted questions were also
included as requested by City staff.

For asummary of the response rates from this project, please review the following:

+ The Overal Response Rate for the survey (15.2%) was virtually the same as 2010 (15.5%)
despite the fact that this year’s survey was purely aweb-based survey, and the 2010 survey was a
combined web and hardcopy survey

+ The 2010 response rate for the Web-based portion of the survey was 15.0%.

Total E-mail Net_ Opt Partial Fully Response
Contact E-mails | Spam Completed
Bounces Out Surveys Rate
Names Sent Surveys
999 182 817 1 3 6 124 15.2%

CSSfedls positive about the response level for this engagement — going from 69 responses in 2010 to 124 in 2012
was possible in large part to the improvement in quality of the database of contacts provided for the project.
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Overall Assessment of Results

Thefollowing list of information represents some of the more significant findings from the project.

Overall Findings:

1) The highest rated attributes for Satisfaction are:
a) Commercia pre-submittal meetings help me to submit more complete and accurate plans.
b) City staff are consistently courteous.
c) City staff are consistently professional.

2) The most significant overall concerns based on low ratings for Agreement with the statements were Process-
focused: | am satisfied with the length of time from when we submit plans until when we've heard the results
of the review. and The City has a timely review process.

3) 83% of respondents had been working with the City in permitting situations for more than 5 years.
4) 63% of respondents expect responsesto calls or e-mails no later than the same day.
5) 58% of respondents prefer to communicate viae-mail, and only 6% prefer face-to-face meetings.

Results by Primary Viewpoint:
Commercia respondents are more satisfied with Land Development than Residential respondents. That
satisfaction gap is greatest for two attributes where Commercial respondents:

« Areinsignificantly MORE AGREEMENT with the statement City staff listen and understand my point of
view before making their decision.

« Areinsignificantly MORE AGREEMENT with the statement Commercial pre-submittal meetings help
me to submit more complete and accurate plans.

Resultsby Primary Role:

Design Professionals are more satisfied with Land Development than other respondents. That satisfaction gap is
greatest for the following attributes, where Design Professionals are in significantly MORE AGREEMENT with
the statements:

+ City staff listen and understand my point of view before making their decision.

+« City staff listen to and resolve my issues fairly.

¢ The City has a timely inspections process.

+«» Plan review comments identify clearly what needs to be corrected to receive approvals.

Correlation Coefficient Analysis
The following performance attributes or points of evaluation have the greatest impact on arespondent’s
willingness to recommend the City of Charlotte:

% | amsatisfied with the City's commercial Permitting Processes overall.

+ City staff listen to and resolve my issues fairly.

« The City has a timely review process.
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Qualitative Evaluation based on Comments

The comments from this engagement were especially insightful. Respondents were very open about their likes,
concerns, and suggestions for improvement. Among the key takeaways from the comments based on references
made severa times are the following:

/7
0.0

There' s a perception that the relationship between CDOT and NCDOT isanissue. Thiswasvoicedin
terms of ineffective communications and processes between the two groups.

There were many CDOT-related comments, most from a negative perspective. We suggest that these be
reviewed and shared to start identifying the root causes of the problems as the survey did not specify
guestions specific to this group.

There was a high volume of comments about employees not returning phone call messages or responding
toe-mailsif at al. Thisisasignificant frustration for respondents. It'sinteresting to note that attributes
relating to responsiveness to these messages were among 3 of the 4 lowest rated Staff-related attributes.
However, these responsiveness attributes mostly were rated in line with the Process attributes and above
most of the Service attributes.

Several comments noted that the staff are too “black and white” in decision-making.
There were also several comments suggesting that the review fees seem excessively high.

Multiple respondents conjectured that reviewers don't look at projects until the end of the stated review
timeframe.

There were afew comments about issues with the website (ease of finding information, system only
running on Internet Explorer, etc.). However, there was not a great deal of consistency in the web-
oriented concerns.

While most of the comments showed concerns since the survey typically requested commentary on issues
or suggestions for improvement, there were many positive comments provided by respondents. In some
cases, customers recognized staff positively by name. The full comments are noted in the Appendix.
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Recommended Priorities and Actions

We suggest that the City work through the detailed survey findings in the next section to look at customer
responses in more detail and to develop additional ideas and priorities for improvement. This effort will also
better explain from where CSS' recommendations were derived. The key recommendations from this report
follow:

1) Refer the comments relating to the relationship between CDOT and NCDOT to those areas to review and
discuss in a collaborative forum.

2) Review commentsin detail relating to CDOT. Asnoted earlier, share these comments to start identifying root
causes of the negative perceptions of the organization.

3) Remind staff about the need to be responsive to phone call and e-mail messages, responding no later than one
business day. Note that over 60% of respondents request a same day call back, but ensuring at least a next
day call back will be perceived as a great improvement to many customers.

4) Review the comments about staff being too “black and white” in decision-making, and determine if further
research is required into what specifically are the concerns of respondents.

5) Review fee commentsto determine if any adjustment is required and/or any improvement is needed in
customer communications or the perception of value that customers receive for the dollar.

6) Research the respondent concern that “reviewers don't look at projects until the end of the stated review
timeframe” to determineif thisis the case and what — if anything — can be done with processes or
communications to address this concern.

7) Recognize staff who were noted positively in comments for their great work and customer accolades.

8) Highlight with staff the success of the Commercial pre-submittal meetings. Recognize them for their great
work on this process.

9) Review timeliness concerns relating to the overall review process and the time from submittal to results as
these are the lowest of the 26 rated attributes.

10) Remind staff that only 6% of customers prefer face-to-face meetings, so look for opportunities to address
issues and questions via e-mail or on the telephone unless face-to-face is vital to resolution.

11) Share with staff that — based on the Correlation analysis —if they “listen to and resolve my issues fairly” and
“listen and understand my point of view before making their decision” that there is a much greater likelihood
that the respondent will be willing to recommend the City as a good jurisdiction with which to work.
Listening and patience mean agreat deal to the customer base.

12) Perform internal benchmarking between Commercial and Residential review processes as ratings were
consistently higher from the Commercial respondents. Perform a similar evaluation of how the department
works with Design Professionals versus others as the Design Professionals are much more satisfied with Land
Development Staff, Processes, and Services.

13) Repeat this survey in two years to review changes in customer perceptions as well as to gauge satisfaction and
performance related to new services, changesin operation, or other performance improvement endeavors.
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City of Charlotte
2012 Land Development Customer Satisfaction Survey

Detailed Survey Findings and Result Reports

Reading and Interpreting the Survey Reports

Ratings are based on a 5-point scale with 5 being the highest rating and 1 being the lowest. For the Stratification
reports, please note the following comments:

«» Survey results from stratification categories containing 30 responses or greater were considered statistically
valid and cited in CSS' creation of findings. These results can be confidently considered an accurate
representation of their population.

«+ Survey results from stratification categories containing between 20 and 29 responses were a so cited in CSS
creation of findings. However, the City is cautioned that these results do not meet statistical validity
reguirements, and cannot be reported as such.

+«» For the Stratification analyses, the “Gap” columnsidentify differences of ratings between data pointsin
adjacent columns. A difference of 0.4 points will produce a Flag in that column for results. In the “Gap”
columns:

» If therating for the left column(s) is higher than the rating for the right column(s), you will seea“D”
indicating a downward trend moving from left to right.

» If therating for the left column(s) is lower than the rating for the right column(s), you will seea“U”
indicating an upward trend moving from left to right.

Customer Service Solutions, Inc. © 2012 |‘ |‘
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City of Charlotte
2012 Land Development Customer Satisfaction Survey

Overall Results

Findings:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)
6)
7)
8)
9

The highest rated attribute for Satisfaction is a Process-related attribute: Commercia pre-submittal meetings
help me to submit more complete and accurate plans. (4.16)

The next three attributes of greatest satisfaction to respondents are Staff-related Attributes:
a) City staff are consistently courteous. (4.15)

b) City staff are consistently professional. (4.14)

c) City staff listen and assist me with all ordinance-related questions. (4.07)

Only one Staff-related attribute was given arating of 1-2 by at least 15% of respondents: City staff listen and
understand my point of view before making their decision. (18.0%)

The most significant overall concerns based on low ratings for Agreement with the statements were:

a) | am satisfied with the length of time from when we submit plans until when we've heard the results of the
review. (2.93)

b) The City hasatimely review process. (2.98)

¢) | am satisfied with the City of Charlotte's Rezoning Process overall. (3.18)

d) | am satisfied with the City's subdivision Permitting Processes overall. (3.18)

83% of respondents had been working with the City in permitting situations for more than 5 years.
72% of respondents were the primary contact for Plan Review/Permitting.

18% of respondents were the primary contact for Inspections.

63% of respondents expect responsesto calls or e-mails no later than the same day.

58% of respondents prefer to communicate via e-mail, and only 6% prefer face-to-face meetings.

10) 48% of respondents are in companies with 10 or fewer employees.

Customer Service Solutions, Inc. © 2012 |‘ |‘
Improving Your Bottom Line by Improving Your Customer Service k‘
p. 704.553.7525 ¢ f. 240.266.6519 ¢ www.cssamerica.com - -
Page 7 Customer Sevie Solutons e






City of Charlotte - Land Development Permitting Customer Satisfaction Survey
Ratings based on a 5-Point Scale with 5 being highest
Total Average % With 4 | % With 1
Overall Responses R 98¢ | Rank | or5 or2
esponses | Rating . .
Rating Rating

City staff are consistently courteous. 123 4.15 1 88.6% 4.1%
City staff are consistently professional. 123 4.14 2 84.6% 4.9%
City .stafflls.ten ar.lq understand my point of view before 122 3.60 6 64.8%
making their decision.
City sFaff listen and assist me with all ordinance-related 122 4.07 3 82.8% 6.6%
questions.

Staff-related Attributes City staff listen to and resolve my issues fairly. 123 3.72 4 67.5% 12.2%
The City .of ?harl'otte Administrative Staff return phone calls 120 358 7 63.3% 14.2%
and emails in a timely manner.

The Fjlty of C.harlotte s Inspectors return phone calls and 90 356 8 56.7% 12.2%
emails in a timely manner.

The City .of Fharl.otte s Plan Review Staff return phone calls 120 362 5 62.5% 14.2%
and emails in a timely manner.

Commercial pre-submittal meetings help me to submit more 111 416 1 77.5% 45%
complete and accurate plans.

I am pleased with my ability to quickly reach the right 122 372 2 67.2% 9.8%
person to address the reason for my call.

It is easy to access permit information via the Website. 116 3.61 5 62.9% 12.9%
It is easy to check on the status of my review. 117 3.70 3 67.5% 11.1%

Process-related Attributes It is easy to access other forms on the Website. 117 3.62 4 61.5% 9.4%
It is easy to make payments. 83 3.57 6 56.6% 8.4%
It is easy to schedule inspections. 63 3.49 7 49.2% 7.9%
The City has a timely review process. 122 9 36.1%

I am satisfied with the length of time from when we submit o
plans until when we've heard the results of the review. 120 10 30.8%
The City has a timely inspections process. 72 8 40.3% 13.9%
Iam satlsfled w1tch the City of Charlotte's Expedited 84 356 2 53.6% 10.7%
Commercial Review Process.
I am satisfied with the City of Charlotte's Rezoning Process 90 318 8 43.3%
overall.
I am satisfied with the City of Charlotte's Urban District
Review Process overall (incl. UMUD, MUDD, PED, TOD, RE-3, 82 3.39 4 43.9% 12.2%
and TS).
I am satisfied with the City's commercial Permitting 11 341 3 55.0%
. . Processes overall.
Service-related Attributes I tsfied with the City's subdivision P itti
am satisfied wi e City's subdivision Permitting 82 318 7 40.2%
Processes overall.
I would tell other building professionals that the City of o
Charlotte is a good jurisdiction in which to work. 121 3.28 6 57.0%
Plan review comr'nents identify clearly what needs to be 118 361 1 67.8% 13.6%
corrected to receive approvals.
There is consistency between what's approved during the
City plan review process and what's approved by City field 99 3.28 5 46.5%

inspectors.

Customer Service Solutions, Inc. (c) 2012
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City of Charlotte - Land Development Permitting Customer Satisfaction Survey
Ratings based on a 5-Point Scale with 5 being highest
Total Average % With 4 | % With 1
Overall Responses 98¢ | Rank | or5 or2
Responses | Rating . .
Rating Rating
Yes 20 17%
Did you participate in a
survey very similar to this No 65 55%
two years ago?
Not Sure 33 28%
Less than 1 year 9 8%
How long have you been 1.2 years 7 6%
working with the City in
permitting situations? 3-5 years 4 3%
More than 5 years 98 83%
Are you typically a primary contact for plan reviews/permitting? 72% % Yes
Are you typically a primary contact for inspections? 18% % Yes
How quickly do you 30 minutes 0 0%
expect to get a response h 0
after leaving an e-mail or 2 hours K 9%
voice message w1.th Same Day 55 549
someone at the City
offices? Next Day 38 37%
- i 0,
How do you prefer to E-mail 67 58%
communicate with the City|Phone 42 36%
?
personnel? Face-to-face meeting 7 6%
1-10 57 48%
About how many 11-25 22 19%
employees does your 26-50 9 8%
company have on payroll? 51-100 5 4%
Over 100 25 21%
- 0,
About how many times 0-5 73 62%
did you submit a new
project to the City of 6-10 27 23%
Charlotte within the past
12 months (this could
include Subdivision, 11-20 11 9%
Expedited Commercial,
Urban District, etc.)?
Over 20 6 5%
Customer Service Solutions, Inc. (c) 2012
Improving Y our Bottom Line by Improving Y our Customer Service
704.553.7525 * www.cssamerica.com
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City of Charlotte

2012 Land Development Customer Satisfaction Survey

Stratifications - Results by Primary Viewpoint

Generally speaking, Commercia respondents are more satisfied with Land Development than Residential
respondents. Comparing Commercial respondents to the Residential respondents, Commercial respondents:

o
o
B3

*

0
0‘0

Arein significantly MORE AGREEMENT (3.73 v. 3.04) with the statement City staff listen and
understand my point of view before making their decision.

Arein significantly MORE AGREEMENT (3.82 v. 3.33) with the statement City staff listen to and
resolve my issuesfairly.

Arein significantly MORE AGREEMENT (4.26 v. 3.65) with the statement Commercial pre-submittal
meetings help me to submit more complete and accurate plans.

Arein significantly MORE AGREEMENT (3.79 v. 3.35) with the statement It is easy to check on the
status of my review.

Arein significantly MORE AGREEMENT (3.72 v. 3.17) with the statement It is easy to access other
forms on the Website.

Arein significantly MORE AGREEMENT (3.07 v. 2.58) with the statement The City has a timely review
process.

Arein significantly MORE AGREEMENT (3.02 v. 2.57) with the statement | am satisfied with the length
of time from when we submit plans until when we've heard the results of the review.

Arein significantly MORE AGREEMENT (3.64 v. 3.08) with the statement | am satisfied with the City
of Charlotte's Expedited Commercial Review Process.

Arein significantly MORE AGREEMENT (3.49 v. 2.94) with the statement | am satisfied with the City's
commercial Permitting Processes overall.

Arein significantly MORE AGREEMENT (3.37 v. 2.95) with the statement There is consistency between
what's approved during the City plan review process and what's approved by City field inspectors.
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City of Charlotte - Land Development Permitting Customer Satisfaction Survey

Ratings based on a 5-Point Scale with 5 being highest

, , R Commercial | Residential
Responses by Primary Viewpoint (100) 24) GAP
City staff are consistently courteous. 4.18 4.00
City staff are consistently professional. 4.20 3.88
City .stafflls-ten arlld. understand my point of view before 373 304 D
making their decision.
City sFaffllsten and assist me with all ordinance-related 413 383
questions.
Staff-related Attributes  City staff listen to and resolve my issues fairly. 3.82 3.33 D
The City of Charlotte Administrative Staff return phone
a : 3.60 3.50
calls and emails in a timely manner.
The City of Charlotte's Inspectors return phone calls and
qo . 3.61 3.35
emails in a timely manner.
The City of Charlotte's Plan Review Staff return phone calls
o . 3.62 3.61
and emails in a timely manner.
Commercial pre-submittal meetings help me to submit 426 365 D
more complete and accurate plans.
[ am pleased with my ability to quickly reach the right
3.77 3.52
person to address the reason for my call.
[t is easy to access permit information via the Website. 3.68 3.35
[t is easy to check on the status of my review. 3.79 3.35 D
Process-related [t is easy to access other forms on the Website. 3.72 3.17 D
Attributes It is easy to make payments. 3.63 3.31
[t is easy to schedule inspections. 3.54 3.35
The City has a timely review process. 3.07 2.58 D
[ am satisfied with the length of time from when we submit
. . . 3.02 257 D
plans until when we've heard the results of the review.
The City has a timely inspections process. 3.35 3.06
[am satlsfled w1‘Fh the City of Charlotte's Expedited 364 308 D
Commercial Review Process.
[ am satisfied with the City of Charlotte's Rezoning Process 323 3.00
overall.
[ am satisfied with the City of Charlotte's Urban District
Review Process overall (incl. UMUD, MUDD, PED, TOD, RE- 3.44 3.19
3,and TS).
[ am satisfied with the City's commercial Permitting 3.49 204 D
. . Processes overall.
Service-related Attributes s - o . .
[ am satisfied with the City's subdivision Permitting
3.25 3.00
Processes overall.
[ would tell other building professionals that the City of
. o . 331 3.17
Charlotte is a good jurisdiction in which to work.
Plan review comments identify clearly what needs to be
. 3.67 3.38
corrected to receive approvals.
There is consistency between what's approved during the
City plan review process and what's approved by City field 3.37 2.95 D
inspectors.
Are you typically a primary contact for plan reviews/permitting? 69% 86%
Are you typically a primary contact for inspections? 16% 27%
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City of Charlotte

2012 Land Development Customer Satisfaction Survey

Stratifications - Results by Primary Role

Generally speaking, Design Professionals are more satisfied with Land Devel opment than other respondents.
Comparing Design Professionals to the other respondents, Design Professionals:

Arein significantly MORE AGREEMENT (3.79 v. 3.16) with the statement City staff listen and
understand my point of view before making their decision.

Arein significantly MORE AGREEMENT (4.25 v. 3.69) with the statement City staff listen and assist me
with all ordinance-related questions.

Arein significantly MORE AGREEMENT (3.94 v. 3.15) with the statement City staff listen to and
resolve my issues fairly.

Arein significantly MORE AGREEMENT (4.33 v. 3.88) with the statement Commercial pre-submittal
meetings help me to submit more complete and accurate plans.

Arein significantly MORE AGREEMENT (3.58 v. 2.97) with the statement The City has a timely
inspections process.

Arein significantly MORE AGREEMENT (3.34 v. 2.82) with the statement | am satisfied with the City
of Charlotte's Rezoning Process overall.

Arein significantly MORE AGREEMENT (3.58 v. 3.00) with the statement | am satisfied with the City's
commercial Permitting Processes overall.

Arein significantly MORE AGREEMENT (3.37 v. 2.92) with the statement | would tell other building
professionals that the City of Charlotte is a good jurisdiction in which to work.

Arein significantly MORE AGREEMENT (3.83 v. 3.16) with the statement Plan review comments
identify clearly what needs to be corrected to receive approvals.
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City of Charlotte - Land Development Permitting Customer Satisfaction Survey
Ratings based on a 5-Point Scale with 5 being highest
Design
. : All Others
Responses by Primary Role Professionals (40) GAP
(712)
City staff are consistently courteous. 421 3.90
City staff are consistently professional. 4.18 3.90
City §taff lls.ten a1.1d. understand my point of view before 379 316 D
making their decision.
City sFaffllsten and assist me with all ordinance-related 425 369
questions.
Staff-related Attributes City staff listen to and resolve my issues fairly. 3.9 3.15 D
The City of Charlotte Administrative Staff return phone calls
g . 3.61 351
and emails in a timely manner.
The City of Charlotte's Inspectors return phone calls and
oo . 3.59 3.48
emails in a timely manner.
The City of Charlotte's Plan Review Staff return phone calls
O . 3.58 3.47
and emails in a timely manner.
Commercial pre-submittal meetings help me to submit more 433 388 D
complete and accurate plans.
[ am pleased with my ability to quickly reach the right
3.82 3.50
person to address the reason for my call.
It is easy to access permit information via the Website. 3.69 3.60
It is easy to check on the status of my review. 371 3.79
. It is easy to access other forms on the Website. 3.64 3.62
Process-related Attributes .
It is easy to make payments. 351 3.73
It is easy to schedule inspections. 3.40 3.63
The City has a timely review process. 3.06 271
I am satisfied with the length of time from when we submit
. . - 2.99 2.70
plans until when we've heard the results of the review.
The City has a timely inspections process. 3.58 2.97 D
I am satisfied with the City of Charlotte's Expedited
: . 3.62 341
Commercial Review Process.
[ am satisfied with the City of Charlotte's Rezoning Process 334 280 D
overall.
[ am satisfied with the City of Charlotte's Urban District
Review Process overall (incl. UMUD, MUDD, PED, TOD, RE-3, 3.50 3.15
and TS).
[ am satisfied with the City's commercial Permitting 358 300 D
. . Processes overall.
Service-related Attributes - - - P -~
[ am satisfied with the City's subdivision Permitting
3.26 3.00
Processes overall.
[ would tell other building professionals that the City of
. S . 3.37 2.92 D
Charlotte is a good jurisdiction in which to work.
Plan review comrpents identify clearly what needs to be 383 316 D
corrected to receive approvals.
There is consistency between what's approved during the
City plan review process and what's approved by City field 342 3.06
inspectors.
Are you typically a primary contact for plan reviews/permitting? 90% 41%
Are you typically a primary contact for inspections? 10% 38%
Customer Service Solutions, Inc. (c) 2012
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City of Charlotte
2012 Land Development Customer Satisfaction Survey

Stratifications - Results by Whether Respondent is Primary Contact for Plan
Reviews/Permitting

Comparing respondents who are typically Primary Contacts for Plan Review/Permitting request to those who are
NOT Primary Contacts, those who are typically Primary Contacts:

« Areinsignificantly MORE AGREEMENT (3.87 v. 3.31) with the statement City staff listen to and
resolve my issues fairly.
< Areinsdignificantly LESSAGREEMENT (3.38 v. 4.00) with the statement It is easy to make payments.
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City of Charlotte - Land Development Permitting Customer Satisfaction Survey
Ratings based on a 5-Point Scale with 5 being highest
, , L . Not Primary
Responses by Primary Contact for Plan Review/Permitting Primary (86) (33) GAP
City staff are consistently courteous. 4.20 3.97
City staff are consistently professional. 4.16 4.00
City .stafflls.ten arlld. understand my point of view before 373 334
making their decision.
City sFaff listen and assist me with all ordinance-related 413 388
questions.
Staff-related Attributes  City staff listen to and resolve my issues fairly. 3.87 331 D
The City of Charlotte Administrative Staff return phone
o . 3.59 3.47
calls and emails in a timely manner.
The City of Charlotte's Inspectors return phone calls and
oo . 3.61 3.43
emails in a timely manner.
The City of Charlotte's Plan Review Staff return phone calls
oo . 3.64 3.47
and emails in a timely manner.
Commercial pre-submittal meetings help me to submit
4.17 417
more complete and accurate plans.
I am pleased with my ability to quickly reach the right
3.74 3.61
person to address the reason for my call.
It is easy to access permit information via the Website. 3.55 3.70
It is easy to check on the status of my review. 3.62 3.89
Process-related It is easy to access other forms on the Website. 3.55 3.75
Attributes It is easy to make payments. 3.38 4.00 U
It is easy to schedule inspections. 3.36 3.71
The City has a timely review process. 2.98 2.94
[ am satisfied with the length of time from when we submit
. ' - 2.88 3.00
plans until when we've heard the results of the review.
The City has a timely inspections process. 3.38 3.04
[ am satisfied with the City of Charlotte's Expedited
. . 3.53 3.65
Commercial Review Process.
[ am satisfied with the City of Charlotte's Rezoning Process 323 313
overall.
[ am satisfied with the City of Charlotte's Urban District
Review Process overall (incl. UMUD, MUDD, PED, TOD, RE- 3.43 321
3,and TS).
[ am satisfied with the City's commercial Permitting 345 325
. . Processes overall.
Service-related Attributes e X - P -
I am satisfied with the City's subdivision Permitting
3.10 3.40
Processes overall.
I would tell other building professionals that the City of
. S . 333 3.16
Charlotte is a good jurisdiction in which to work.
Plan review comments identify clearly what needs to be
. 3.64 3.48
corrected to receive approvals.
There is consistency between what's approved during the
City plan review process and what's approved by City field 331 3.20
inspectors.
Are you typically a primary contact for plan reviews/permitting? 100% 0%
Are you typically a primary contact for inspections? 20% 15%

Customer Service Solutions, Inc. (c) 2012
Improving Y our Bottom Line by Improving Y our Customer Service
704.553.7525 * www.cssamerica.com
Pagelof 1 Primary Contact





City of Charlotte
2012 Land Development Customer Satisfaction Survey

Stratifications - Results by # of Employees

There were no significant differences in ratings based on the size of the companies that respondents represented.
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City of Charlotte - Land Development Permitting Customer Satisfaction Survey

Ratings based on a 5-Point Scale with 5 being highest

Responses by # Employees 1-10(57)  Over 10(67) | GAP
City staff are consistently courteous. 4.20 4.10
City staff are consistently professional. 4.13 4.15
City staff listen and understand my point of view before
. . . 3.57 3.62
making their decision.
City sFaff listen and assist me with all ordinance-related 407 408
questions.
Staff-related Attributes  City staff listen to and resolve my issues fairly. 3.64 3.79
The City of Charlotte Administrative Staff return phone
g . 3.69 3.49
calls and emails in a timely manner.
The .Clt.y of C.harlotte s Inspectors return phone calls and 358 354
emails in a timely manner.
The City of Charlotte's Plan Review Staff return phone calls
g . 3.65 3.58
and emails in a timely manner.
Commercial pre-submittal meetings help me to submit
4.27 4.07
more complete and accurate plans.
[ am pleased with my ability to quickly reach the right
3.68 3.76
person to address the reason for my call.
It is easy to access permit information via the Website. 3.64 3.59
It is easy to check on the status of my review. 3.80 3.62
Process-related It is easy to access other forms on the Website. 3.61 3.62
Attributes It is easy to make payments. 3.53 3.59
It is easy to schedule inspections. 3.40 3.55
The City has a timely review process. 284 3.09
[ am satisfied with the length of time from when we submit
. ' . 2.87 2.98
plans until when we've heard the results of the review.
The City has a timely inspections process. 3.20 3.33 ]
[ am satisfied with the City of Charlotte's Expedited
. . 3.57 3.55
Commercial Review Process.
[ am satisfied with the City of Charlotte's Rezoning Process 3.00 331
overall.
[ am satisfied with the City of Charlotte's Urban District
Review Process overall (incl. UMUD, MUDD, PED, TOD, RE- 3.24 3.50
3,and TS).
[ am satisfied with the City's commercial Permitting 3.44 338
. . Processes overall.
Service-related Attributes s : . . -
[ am satisfied with the City's subdivision Permitting
3.23 3.15
Processes overall.
[ would tell other building professionals that the City of
. S . 3.20 3.35
Charlotte is a good jurisdiction in which to work.
Plan review comments identify clearly what needs to be
. 3.78 347
corrected to receive approvals.
There is consistency between what's approved during the
City plan review process and what's approved by City field 3.39 3.20
inspectors.
Are you typically a primary contact for plan reviews/permitting? 74% 71%
Are you typically a primary contact for inspections? 18% 19%
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City of Charlotte
2012 Land Development Customer Satisfaction Survey

Stratifications - Results by # of Projects Submitted in Past 12 Months

While ratings were generally higher for respondents who were with organizations that had submitted more than 5
projectsin the past 12 months, none of the attributes had a significant difference (0.40 points or greater) in
Agreement ratings.
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City of Charlotte - Land Development Permitting Customer Satisfaction Survey

Ratings based on a 5-Point Scale with 5 being highest

Responses by # Times Submit New Project in Past 12 Months 0-5(73) Over 5(51) | GAP
City staff are consistently courteous. 4.10 4.22
City staff are consistently professional. 4.07 4.24
City staff listen and understand my point of view before
. . . 3.49 3.76
making their decision.
City sFaff listen and assist me with all ordinance-related 396 424
questions.
Staff-related Attributes  City staff listen to and resolve my issues fairly. 3.58 3.92
The City of Charlotte Administrative Staff return phone
g . 3.62 3.53
calls and emails in a timely manner.
The .Clt.y of C.harlotte s Inspectors return phone calls and 3.49 364
emails in a timely manner.
The City of Charlotte's Plan Review Staff return phone calls
g . 3.61 3.63
and emails in a timely manner.
Commercial pre-submittal meetings help me to submit
4.06 4.30
more complete and accurate plans.
[ am pleased with my ability to quickly reach the right
3.69 3.76
person to address the reason for my call.
It is easy to access permit information via the Website. 3.54 371
It is easy to check on the status of my review. 3.75 3.64
Process-related It is easy to access other forms on the Website. 3.63 3.60
Attributes It is easy to make payments. 3.60 3.53
It is easy to schedule inspections. 3.49 3.50
The City has a timely review process. 2.99 2.96
[ am satisfied with the length of time from when we submit
. ' : 291 2.96
plans until when we've heard the results of the review.
The City has a timely inspections process. 3.15 3.50
[ am satisfied with the City of Charlotte's Expedited
. . 3.50 3.64
Commercial Review Process.
[ am satisfied with the City of Charlotte's Rezoning Process 318 318
overall.
[ am satisfied with the City of Charlotte's Urban District
Review Process overall (incl. UMUD, MUDD, PED, TOD, RE- 3.22 3.59
3,and TS).
[ am satisfied with the City's commercial Permitting 334 350
. . Processes overall.
Service-related Attributes s : . . -
[ am satisfied with the City's subdivision Permitting
3.18 3.19
Processes overall.
[ would tell other building professionals that the City of
. S . 3.18 342
Charlotte is a good jurisdiction in which to work.
Plan review comments identify clearly what needs to be
. 3.53 3.73
corrected to receive approvals.
There is consistency between what's approved during the
City plan review process and what's approved by City field 321 3.37
inspectors.
Are you typically a primary contact for plan reviews/permitting? 62% 89%
Are you typically a primary contact for inspections? 18% 20%
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City of Charlotte
2012 Land Development Customer Satisfaction Survey

Correlation Analysis

Description of Thresholds Used in the Statistical Correlation Analysis:
CSS generated Correlation Coefficients between a key attribute in the survey and all other attribute ratings to
identify any attributes that consistently correlated to the ratings for the key attribute. The key attribute was:

“1 would tell other building professionals that the City of Charlotte is a good jurisdiction in which to work.”

Attributes showing a positive correlation of 0.8 or greater were considered to have a definitive impact on the
related item, and attributes showing a positive correlation of 0.50 to 0.79 were considered to have a potential
bearing on the related item.

Drivers of Customer Willingness to Recommend to Others

1) There were no performance attributes or points of evaluation that have a definitive impact on arespondent’s
willingness to recommend the City of Charlotte to others.

2) Top performance attributes/points of evaluation with the highest potential bearing on arespondent’s
willingness to recommend follow:

a) | amsatisfied with the City's commercial Permitting Processes overall. 0.75
b) City staff listen to and resolve my issues fairly. 0.74
¢) The City hasatimely review process. 0.71

d) | amsatisfied with the length of time from when we submit plans until when we' ve heard the results of the
review. 0.69

e) City staff listen and understand my point of view before making their decision. 0.68
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City of Charlotte
2012 Land Development Customer Satisfaction Survey

Appendix

A. Respondents Requesting Callbacks
B. Full Listing of Comments
C. Cover E-mail and Original Survey
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City of Charlotte
2012 Land Development Customer Satisfaction Survey

Respondents Requesting Call Backs

The following respondents requested a call back from the City of Charlotte.

@
0’0

phobbs@sitesol utionspa.com
» Phillip Hobbs

» Site Solutions

» 704 521-9880
chuckmcg3@aol.com

» Charles McGovern

» Innovative Medical Inc.
» 704-905-2451

stuart@proffittdixon.com (I verified that the information below for this respondent is from the person who
completed the survey sent to “stuart@...“)

» KenWalsh

» JoneslLangLaSdle
» 704-650-2524

» kenwash@am.jll.com
bupton@isaacsgrp.com
» BrianUpton

» Thelsaacs Group

» 704-227-9406
jrudolph57@gmail.com
» John Rudolph

» 704-372-8000
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City of Charlotte

2012 Land Development Customer Satisfaction Survey

Full Listing of Survey Comments

The comments provided by respondents are listed here and divided into several sections:

X3

%

X3

%

R/
’0

*,

X3

8

3

*

*
0
0‘0
R/

0.0

Primary Role as Customer of Land Development - Other
Staff-related Comments

Process-related Comments

Service-related Comments

How quickly you expect to get a response after leaving an e-mail or voice message with someone at the
City offices - Other

How you prefer to communicate with the City personnel - Other
Comments on Ordinance Alignment
What the City of Charlotte Land Development Department do to better serve you

Asyou will see, many respondents filled in various comments wherever they could fit them, so the responses do
not always match the topic heading.

These comments were not paraphrased or modified (except for spelling/clarity) by CSS. They are presented here
as closely as possible to what respondents offered.

Customer Service Solutions, Inc. © 2012 |‘
Improving Your Bottom Line by Improving Your Customer Service

p. 704.553.7525 ¢ f. 240.266.6519 ¢ www.cssamerica.com - -
Page 16 Customer Sevie Solutons e






City of Charlotte
2012 Land Development Customer Satisfaction Survey

Full Listing of Survey Comments

Primary Role as Customer of Land Development - Other:

X3

8

X3

8

3

*

3

*

X3

%

X3

%

Architect Employee

Church Expansion

Engineer

Facility committee member

Land Surveyor (7)

Owner’ s Representative/Consultant

Staff-related Comments:

7
0.0

1. There needsto be a better system between CDOT and NCDOT. There should be better coordination
between the two agencies to facilitate one-stop-permitting. 2. The ACCELA website does not update
progressregularly. After spending time to pull the data on web, | still have to call to get the updated
information.

Additional staffing may be necessary in order to improve customer service (i.e., responses to inquiries) in the
Zoning Administrator’s Office.

Better training for using city computer systems for contractorsin the field. Better communications between
city changing ordinances rules codes and contractors working in the field.

Building Inspectors don’t communicate the level of inspections required.
City staff is consistently professional and responsive.

Following thru with info provided in pre-submittal meetings and also being more realistic on impacts for
revisions to approved plans. It seems that Charlotte doesn’t want anyone to develop with all the restrictions
and having “no” flexibility. No site ever fits al the development constraints.

| appreciate the opportunity to communicate and to submit materials electronically.

| consider timely as being within 2 business days without further follow up. Most calls to inspectors, from
any department, take a minimum of 3 days with at least one follow-up to get areturn call. Thisapplies even
if you are returning a call they made to you.

| feel that it is very difficult to get responses out of upper level staff on clarification type of items.

| found that Staff is more of an impediment to the process. Additional cost by me for silly nonsensical items
that have little to no value from a common sense perspective. They are good readers as al they will dois
point to the ordinance and read. Not everything falls neatly into the black or white box. It isthere where
Steff fails.

| have a hard time getting staff to call back within 24 hours, which | believe to be agood standard. | often
have gone weeks without a call back until | call multiple times and/or call someone’s supervisor.

| think in general, all employees should take the position that anyone in the community who is taking risk,
etc., should be appreciated, and the general tone when dealing with them should be more “Let’ s see how we
can help you get what you need within our guidelines, codes and rules.” Less of the “sorry, we don't care
about the amount of jobs at stake etc.”
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If staff had any practical experience, they would be more attuned to the issues that private industry has to deal
with. With staff, there is nothing but black or white. Thereis no middlie ground.

In genera | found the Staff willing to assist with problems, issues and concerns. | found Staff to be highly
professional in their manner and willing to take the time to understand the nuances of my project. | ana
satisfied customer.

In general the reviewers are great; the inspectors are very good but have some inconsistencies. The
administrative people in the 3 or 4 times I’ ve called either don’t call back or act like I’'m an idiot.

It took almost 4 months to resolve a parking issue. Honestly, the timeframe makes no sense and mortgage
payment had to be made while | waited. | never had a sense of urgency or even the impression that the city
employee | was dealing with wanted to handle it promptly.

Lack of common sense.

Leadership starts at the top. Do they actually believe | might be right? Do they believe their job isto ‘ catch
me’ or keep me from doing something they think is bad? Or do they honestly believe, from the top down, that
the City’sjob isto see that | meet code (not their personal empires goals). Berry Miller isthe only staff
member who getsit.

Many interpretations are made in the field during or after construction. Thisistime consuming and costly.
The plan review process needs to be improved so issues are resolved during plan review not in the field.

My primary focus and interest isin plan review. All staff in the Land Development departments are very
professional, knowledgeable and courteous. The challenge will be to maintain that level of excellent service
and response as development increases (hopefully).

Other than the occasional over-reaching for tree-related issues and the street improvement delays, we have
been well-served.

Please include/consult planning staff on commercial pre-submittal meetings.

Response time needs to be improved. Plan reviewers need to be more knowledgeable about all code matters.
Return calls and emails within 1 business day.

Return phone calls and e-mails - period!

Simplifying the code as it relates to landscaping. Zoning, Tree Ordinance, and PCCO all have different
landscape requirements that overlap, and we' re not always sure who has authority.

Some staff members are great at returning phone calls, but some either do not return calls or take weeksto do
SO.

Staff is often inaccessible for days at atime. Phone calls are not returned promptly and often not returned at
all...often lucky to get areturn call up to aweek later. Same for e-mail. Also we often find that WE seem to
know the codes/ordinance better than the reviewer as they often “don’t know” or will answer with a*“guess’
not based on code.

Staff just reads code back to you. Code does not apply in all situations. Staff needs to be flexible. Black and
white enforcement of code results in lost business for the city; devel opable land becomes undevel opable.
Staff members are often very difficult to get in contact with, and it may be a week or two before acall or
email isreturned, if ever. Staff does not stick to their word, in many cases, and will “reconsider” their position
causing major plan changes. Overall, staff gives the impression that Charlotte does not care whether new
development happens.

Staff should fully understand that our form of government serves the public, not the agency.

Staff was very responsive and well-prepared for meeting. Previous phases of this building were part of the
discussions. Some information known to staff and not known by the design staff proved to be very helpful in
compiling a comprehensive review of the site.

The coordination between CDOT and NCDOT istenuous at best. This poor relationship causes
permit/construction delays.
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The cost, schedule and overall review processisway out of control. It has cost my clients morein review
fees than they paid for the design and drawing fees.

The return phone calls or emails could be listed as neutral or agree. It al depends on the reviewer. Reviewers
such as Felix Obregon and Robert Zink are good at responding while others are not. Thisis one of the biggest
frustrations | experience as a designer. Our clients want quick answers, and some City reviewers wait too long
to respond.

Thin ranks, | understand, but during the design/permitting process, we (as design professionals) are on avery
tight schedule most times. Return calls from reviewers more quickly would be beneficial. Also, reviewers
should pick up the phone to discuss issues before disapproving plans. Sometimes a simple explanation is al
that is needed.

Timeis not asimportant to staff asto the private sector. Timeto usis money.
We have only had a pre-submittal meeting, so too early in process to have suggestions. So far, experience has
been good.

With regard to Planning and Engineering, calls and emails are returned in a reasonable time. However CDOT
returns calls and emails in an unreasonable amount of time, up to aweek later and sometimes not at all.

Improving Your Bottom Line by Improving Your Customer Service

p. 704.553.7525 ¢ f. 240.266.6519 ¢ www.cssamerica.com - -
Page 19 Customer Sevie Solutons e

Customer Service Solutions, Inc. © 2012 }iﬂ |‘






Process-related Comments:
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1. Discrepancies exist between Accelareview completion date and actual completion of review. Reviews
should be completed no later than date per Accela, as owners closely monitor. 2. Be more specific regarding
review timei.e. - 15 working day minimum does not include your “processing time,” and this should be
included or allowed for i.e. - 18 days.

Accessing information online made follow-up and checking the status much easier; was told my permit was
ready and to come down to pay for it and pick it up. When | got there - taking time off from work - | was told
that the department that called was wrong, and it wasn't even approved yet.

As stated, we are normally “under the gun”, so any review time istoo long. However, compared to other
municipalities we have worked in, Charlotte is one of the best.

Because of reduced staff, electrical inspection is taking too long.
Better communications with inspectors and city staff concerning permitting plan review, etc.

Certain departments (Planning and CDOT) consistently exceed the review deadline, sometimes up to aweek
late. This could be due to workload, but my clients are expecting comments/approval on a certain day, and a
week impacts construction schedul es.

Design requirements should be simplified with adoption of compliance statements from the designer verses
long review and approval processes. Non-compliance identified after construction should be penalized. No
local law should be more restrictive than State law.

For small sites, the review process takes longer than the design process, and review fees paid to the City are
sometimes more than the design fees. As-built review at project completion also seems to take along time
when the owner is trying to obtain a certificate of occupancy.

| believe some additional time came from driveway maintenance issues.

| do not like the new web site. It isdifficult to find the information sometimes. It would aso be more hel pful
to have permit formsin Word so they can befilled in on the computer. The reviewers can be pretty evasive
on answers and direction on matters. They also don’'t always coordinate internally.

I notice alot of inconsistency in the amount of time it takes to receive permits for similar projects. | recently
submitted two similar projects, one was reviewed and approved in two weeks, the other took over eight. This
makes it difficult to plan schedules.

In arecent submittal, all departments (Planning, Engineering, Erosion, Urban Forestry, CDOT etc.) stepped
up to the plate and met my client’s needs in a exceptional manner. All were willing to review resubmittals
quickly, substitute drawings, discuss issues and process information expeditiously. | was most impressed.
The EPlan process worked well.

In most cases it seems as though plans are not reviewed until the last couple days of the alotted period of
time, and because of this| feel that in some cases a thorough review may not be given the first time through
causing the review process to be elongated.

In my opinion, the 15 working day review period istoo long. Hire more staff and get this down to 5 days.
My sense of the processis the reviewers wait until the 15th day to begin their review, things are missed and
have to be addressed on a second or third review. This costs the development community time and money.

No comments.
Plan reviewers should not wait the entire review cycle when the comments are minor.

Pre-submittal meetings are very helpful. However, all departments need to be represented. | have been to
meetings where CDOT was not represented, and it really diminished the value of the meeting. If you review a
site at the meeting, and CDOT later tells you that the driveway won’t work, the value of the meeting was
greatly diminished.

Resubmittals for minor comments should go quicker. Often reviewers that approved the project in the first
submittal are asked to re-review in the second submittal. These re-reviews are 5 minute exercises that don’t
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get done for 15 days. These should be flagged to alert the reviewer so that they can work them in early as
time allows.

Return calls more quickly so scheduling can be initiated more quickly.

Review time is 3 weeks, but many reviewers don’t look at the project until the very last day. Could this be
scheduled better and reduce the time (weeks) that the project sits before the review begins? Review should be
more PROACTIVE where the reviewer contacts the designer with any questions during the review rather than
aredline QUESTION.

Reviewers take the entire allotted time for their review no matter how little review isrequired. A call to
check on the status of areview is met with “don’t talk to me until the 30 day deadline has been reached.”
Reviewers ook for places that they can require measures where the benefits and even the applicability of the
code is questionable.

See commentsitem 4 above. 3. | recently waited days for the permit to be “issued” after all the reviewers had
approved the plans and signed off. The admin part should be in 15 day review cycle. 4. | don’t understand
why reviewers don’'t get to see the resubmitted plans until day 13 or 14. Often the comment isto add a note,
not design revisions.

So an engineer puts the lot number on his certification of framing, and the inspector turnsit down because he
failed to put the street address? Give meabreak. Thisis service when permits are at the levels they are?

Some decisions made in presubmittal meetings are not firm enough and change during review. The electronic
system does not clearly show start and end dates for each review cycle. A 21 business day cycle essentially
ends up being 30 days. A second review, even on simple things, ends up at two months.

Some departments are more timely with their reviews than others.

Still too angry about the last submittal to elaborate. <NAME> is clueless. Issue #2: How can the City require
& issue a permit to work on a private street then argue with us that we' ve turned the street over when we
know we haven’t. The City does not have the right to allow an underground contractor to enter private
property. <NAME2> is clueless.

Stop trying to be more like California. 1 know, | came from there with over 18 years of experience.
Everything is not black and white; there are some gray areas. Downsi ze the inexperienced, hire less people
with more knowledge about codes and administration that also have a servant heart. Thisis not us against
them mindset.

The Charlotte development process is difficult, and bureaucratic. It does not make sense to me that zoning
does not review plans until building plans are submitted. A zoning reviewer could comment on something
that the City has already approved, causing a plan change that requires repermitting.

The forms and checklists section of the Development process new website can be cumbersome to navigate.
The old version, while more spread out, was easier to find some of the documents that you need.

The process was better than most, especially considering the size of the jurisdiction.

Thereisno single point of contact that can explain the entire permitting process. Each individual knows their
role in the process, but no one can tell you the entire process that includes CTAC submittals to Mecklenburg
County.

This could be an anomaly but that 7-11 surge for CTAC really put them behind!

Thisiswhereit would be great if the city did a questionnaire on CDOT, the comments would be much more
interesting.

This may not directly relate to land development - but | think the City’ s process of being able to pay for
scheduled inspectionsis amoney grab and totally unfair and discriminatory. Recently we had to wait several
daysfor an electrical inspection because he had 10 other “paid reserved” inspections that “must” come 1st. It
feelslike extortion!

This project is not ready for construction. It should beginin July.
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We have only had a pre-submittal meeting, so too early in process to have suggestions. So far, experience has
been good.

Why does it cost more to review aminor subdivision plat than it does to survey & prepare the plat?

Y our new system only runs on Internet Explorer. It doesn’t work on a Macintosh, firefox, chrome or safari.
This inhibits our business.
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Service-related Comments:

% 1. Fee payments - Why do you insist on acheck prior to review? If the check is not exactly correct, you
refuse to review until the check is correct, thus costing time and money. Instead, why not alow the project to
be submitted, and then issue a fee amount at end of first review? Seems more efficient for al parties that way.

« Asacivil engineer designer, it would be helpful to have zoning/building standards review our plans
concurrently with engineering. Sometimes issues come up with zoning that may affect our engineering
approval. Also, the rezoning processis alittle long. But with community involvement, | am not sureit can be
shortened.

+«+ Compared to the Towns in Mecklenburg County (such as Huntersville), the City provides excellent service. |
just wish Mecklenburg County LUESA had the same level of service asthe City.

% Could improve express process by making it similar to City of Raleigh which grants permits the same day you
review.

+« Different code and pal pitations between inspectors and plan review and staff very bad.
% EPM was not reviewed sufficiently before being launched for subdivision plats.

% E-submittals are working great. There are too many regulations for Urban Forestry. It makes developing
very difficult. CDOT needs to be more responsive. Coordination between CDOT and NCDOT needs
significant improvements. The process is cumbersome and needlessly difficult - delivering permitsto
NCDOT and picking up and returning to the City.

+«» Field inspectors ought to communicate w/plan reviewers on why something got approved in officel Owners
and G.C.’s arefrustrated and don’t like hearing “well...it was approved @ plan review!”

+¢ | do not understand why there is not a zoning review through the City of Charlotte with the commercial
review process. The only way a zoning review is completed on acommercia process is when the building is
submitted. Because the building plans do not correlate with engineering review, this adds additional time,
costs and room for error.

+ Minor comments should be able to be redlined without having to resubmit. Stormwater design does not
transfer to max. stormwater fee credits. Ponds designed to the stormwater manual will not receive avolume
credit. Why do you need an engineer to design Tc if your reviewers will not accept anything but a5 min. Tc
for post flows for fee credits?

< More effort and thought should be invested to revise policy to place more responsihility on the engineer and
decrease the need for cumbersome approval processes and requirements.

% MUDD review isabit confusing compared to the standard review process. Why not make the review
processes the same instead of having a different process? | don’t see the benefit of making the various review
processes different.

Never get same answer from two different people.

No comments.

None.

Permitting/rezoning processis very lengthy.

Plan review comments may be clear, but comments can indicate a lack of understanding by reviewer.
Remember: ‘seek first to understand? Maybe the reason for 1 plan design is another design requirement. Put

down the red pen & ask questions. | don’t exactly submit back what comment you gave me because your
comment exceeds the Ordin. Get off the high horse.

Reduce costs.

Review staff and inspectors seem to have trouble getting on the same page. There istoo much
“interpretation” on the inspectors’ part and not enough of standing their ground on what they approved by the
review staff.
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Reviewers should finish all projects (i.e. from first submittal to final approval) before moving to another
position.

See comments above.

The county and city systems could be synced alittle better.

The EPlan review is great and saves time/paper/money; however the comments are sometimes difficult to
understand, and it is hard to tell who made the comment. Initials could be added at the end of each comment.

The land devel opment staff and the rezoning staff at CMPC are generally very good. The only problem with
rezoningsisthat it is probably the closest this to legalized blackmail for some of the things they ask for that
go beyond the impact of the rezoning.

The response to the question about the rezoning process reflects the Planning Department’ s process for
rezoning, which should be revamped.

The review fees currently being charged are nearly as much as the design professional is paid to design the
project. Thisislike paying the editor of abook as much as you pay the author. My fear is these high fees are
going to drive development out of Charlotte.

The review fees seem excessively high. They appear more to me as a tax on devel opment.

The rezone process takes too long, and the fact that the city will only consider CDs in rezoning is ridiculous.
This gives the city way too much power, and if a developer is not willing to do what staff requests, that
developer istold to “find another site.” The city does not care about commercial development, and only wants
to protect the city.

The subdivision process could be more streamlined. Once the plans are approved, they are reviewed again by
some of the same reviewers as part of the platting process. It seemslike the plat review could occur
simultaneous with the plan review.

The submittal processis not user-friendly for design professionals outside of Mecklenburg County. Not
having an option to submit projects through the mail (UPS or FedEXx) is disappointing. The number of sets
required is also cumbersome. | would look to an electronic submission process.

There needs to be change to the fee structure to account for small projects. The minimum fee istoo costly for
smaller projects.

There needs to be more consistency in the storm water (PCCO) review. Often comments received during
preliminary meetings are contradictory to comments made during formal reviews.

Though consisting of a multitude of layers, the process moved quickly, and the Staff and Board members
were straightforward.

We have only had a pre-submittal meeting, so too early in process to have suggestions. So far, experience has
been good.

Zoning is not part of the Urban District Review process through the City. This creates a problem when you
receive, for example, MUDD approval, then the plans go to the County for the building review, then Zoning
has comments that in turn make you resubmit to the City. It’'san inefficient process for everyone involved.
Zoning review was not performed until MUDD approval wasissued. | was told the zoning review was
concurrent; however it was not initiated until MUDD approved plans were obtained even though Planning
had approved the plans. MUDD approval was held up as result of NCDOT and CDOT.
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How quickly you expect to get a response after leaving an e-mail or
voice message with someone at the City offices - Other:
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Days, sometimes never.

Days.

Depends on how | contact.

| expect same day, but it'susually at least a day.
Reasonabl e time based on how complicated the issue.
Same day or less than 2 hours.

What | expect is different than what is the response.
Within 2 business days.

Within aweek.

Within the week.

Within two days.
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How you prefer to communicate with the City personnel - Other:

7

% Dependswhat isbeing said.
+« Email and phone.

» Phone when necessary, email to submit data.
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Comments on Ordinance Alignment:
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Again, landscaping/tree ordinance is too cumbersome and has too many requirements - open space, tree save,
landscaping, etc. | understand the need for landscaping, but the tree save and open space requirements make
it difficult to fit abuilding on your site.

Agreed that the land devel opment ordinance requirements need to do a better job of dovetailing and
minimizing conflicts between departments. Especialy treesvs. light poles vs. utilities vs. driveway cuts, etc.

All landscaping requirements should fall under one department such as urban forestry. Zoning reviews would
be better as part of the land development review versus the building permitting. CDOT needs to be more
familiar with city fire' s truck maneuvering requirements.

Better coord between FIRE and DOT (CDOT/NCDOT).
Better explanations as to why.

Case Managers assigned to a project hel ps keep things consistent and allows somebody in the city to maintain
acommon sense big picture perspective on decisions. Enforcement and cooperation are influenced by who the
developer is and where the project islocated. This observation is based on having worked with several in all
areas of the city.

City stormwater staff seem to live in their own little world - don’t play well with othersin EPM and planning.

Consistency is appreciated. Also, do trees deserve all the focus they get? Attention to trees was excessivein
our opinion.

Definitions need to be consistent. For example, the zoning ordinance defines how to round numbers. Other
ordinances consistently round up all numbers such as the number of required trees per the tree ordinance.
Numbers should round the same way for everything.

Develop aroad map, with timeline and service fee, describing the process to customer.
Form a stakeholder group to review the process and make changes.
Get CDOT/NCDOT to cooperate.

How the tree save ordinance affects the PED overlay district. The city wants strong streetscape in these areas,
but the tree ordinance (though positive in its own right) contradicts this on the main streets.

| feel the PCCO is not developer friendly on redevelopment type of projects or building additional projects. |
have started to hear grumblings from various devel opers that they would much rather develop in other regions
opposed to Charlotte because of it being so difficult to do any sort of redevel opment.

| think that overall acreage for PCCO should remove land from the total that cannot be used to satisfy open
space requirements. For example, if a40 acre site has a4 acre easement for power lines that cannot be used
for undisturbed open space, that area should be discounted in the calculations.

Improved Flexibility, Predictability and Clarity will be tremendous. Easily interpreted regulations will help
with consistent interpretation.

It would be a great idea, but the various people in the office and field will still have different interpretations of
anything that is done.

It would be helpful to have an overall development handbook (probably not including subdivision or zoning)
that contains all of the other applicable ordinancesin one format. Having to go to several links (especially for
PCCO and Tree ordinance) makes it challenging to explain to clients where the information is coming from.

I’ ve got one that seems to border on ridiculous. Just adding lines to show people where I’ d like them to park, |
have to comply with the tree ordinance at a cost of about $8k. Now nothing changes except that I’ m putting
paint on the existing ground, and by doing so the City considers that I’ m adding 10 spaces to the property!

Just the fact that the City sees the need to maintain this alignment isgood. | believe the City is progressivein
the way it deals with interested devel opers; thisis good for the City, good for the residents and good for the
economy.

Customer Service Solutions, Inc. © 2012 |‘
Improving Your Bottom Line by Improving Your Customer Service

p. 704.553.7525 ¢ f. 240.266.6519 ¢ www.cssamerica.com - -
Page 26 Customer Sevie Solutons e






3

¢

R/
0’0

X3

*

X3

%

X3

%

X3

%

X3

%

X3

28

3

*

Love how staff has looked for things to do in the downturn to justify their existence. It amazes me how
private industry has had to cut back, and the City just keeps on trucking along. Just how many people can
you hidein Storm Water Services?

No real issues with Zoning, erosion control. Subdivision can be challenging because so many departments
and ordinances are engaged. That processis not always intuitive. tree ordinance and PCCO, SWIM should be
aligned.

Not sure.

Ordinance and staff needs to be more flexible, INCLUDING CDOT. Y our bureaucracy, codes and programs
are driving tax-paying businesses out of town and into the outlying areas.

Please develop a PCCO that isless confusing and offers more fairness for treatment of existing conditions
prior to 2007. It isvery difficult to be a consultant/advisor to clients with the current PCCO.

Please incorporate NCDOT into this process.

Please minimize the conflicting goals between ordinances in an effort to decrease the cost of development.
Quicker email or phone responses necessary here vs. permitting.

Sidewalks on residential developments need to be part of the builder responsibility and required at CO of the
house and not part of the devel opment except for sidewalks on COS.

Some reviewers are very responsive, and others require 2-3 days to get a response.

Speed up the process.

Thetree ordinance is the least devel oper-friendly ordinance | have ever seen. Basically, the city could have
achieved the same goal by taking imminent domain over 15% of the city. On a small site being developed, |
have 2 options. Give the city 15% of property that | can no longer use, on top of reserving future ROW, or
pay approx. $30K per site.

There needs to be more uniformity between tree ordinance and PCCO.

This effort will create the risk of additional restrictive regulations, which should be avoided. Clarity of the
standards should be improved in the UDG-related standards. The Area Plans should be geo-referenced by
parcel in order to make clear the required streetscape and setback requirements.

This should be brought to an industry group who actually designs & builds. Only those caught in the maze
can understand how the ‘' Silos' of City government overlap & cause hell to the private sector. IF staff is open-
minded, they could learn something. Group should NOT be led by <NAME> or any other Silo department
head - too protection-ist.

We have only had a pre-submittal meeting, so too early in process to have suggestions. So far, experience has
been good.

When an existing building has the potential to get some money for an improvement - the various other issues
- tree ordinance etc. cause it to be too costly, and the job falls apart due to constraints.

Zoning definitely needs to be involved upfront, even if there are not buildings. Buffers, setbacks, driveways,
all impact site development. Too many times there is a zoning issue after it goes thru engineer review.
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What the City of Charlotte Land Development Department do to better
serve you:
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Be more responsive, and make redevelopment less costly to developers. Storm water requirements for
redevel opment from pavement to building should not count as new built upon area and should have reduced
storm water criteria.

Concurrent reviews for civil plans...e/c, storm water, CDOT, CMUD, Zoning, Building Standards, Urban
Forestry, Fire, etc. With so many departments looking at our plans, it would benefit everyone to submit to one
place, onetime.

Consistency. CDOT especially. Different interpretationsin rezoning versus permitting. Fix ACCELA so |
can see progress daily. Provide email alerts when reviewers approve/disapprove.

Continue to consider the overall process that the developer faces, and assist with the interfaces between Land
Development and other County/City Departments.

Continue to work closely with designers and devel opers to make the review timeframes and approvals more
closely match the complexity of the project.

Dealing with the PCCO continues to be a source of frustration. Conceptual projects seem to require input
from city staff on aregular basis to have confidence about how the PCCO will be applied. Consistency across
the board and awritten policy that the design community can rely on without having to get staff input every
time would be very helpful.

Decrease the cost of development.

Extend training and use of the EPlan system (most departments are very good now), coordinate with LUESA
and surrounding communities on the same training (some of those are not well-versed), and simplify
stormwater countywide. Overall, Land Development gets very high marks.

Have all departments present at pre-submittal meetings. Return e-mails and/or phone calls promptly.

I am very impressed w/land devel opment...particularly the job the gatekeepers do. Those Friday prelim
meetings are very thorough!

| have been extremely satisfied with the service that | have received from Land Development. They in severa
instances have gone to great lengths to help.

Increase and streamline communication.
I’ ve aready named names. Provide us a place to disagree with staff without repercussion.

Keep designers abreast of all ordinance changes that relate to the sitein atimely manner and a clear manner.
Sometimes we are unaware of changes that significantly impact our design, especially the PCCO, and its
somewhat vague grandfathering.

Keep up the good work.

Like I noted, the land dev. section is fantastic to work with. | know who to call and ask questions because
they are usually the consistent ones and will return calls. There are some that don't care, and | try to avoid
them. CDOT is aprime example.

Limit the redline process to a single review and not have a 2nd set of redlines to deal with after the plat has
been resubmitted.

Lower the review fees, and reduce the review times.
Maintain pre-submittal reviews.

Please find away to include areview by Zoning during City reviews. It isdebilitating to receive a site permit
and then have to make significant changes to the site when Zoning reviews during the Building Standards
review. If zoning isreviewing the site, it should occur with the City review.

Provide better consistency in review from project to project.
Provide electronic file sharing, plan submission.
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Quicker responses to questions and quicker review times on small projects.
Quicker reviews and quicker return phone calls.

Reduce review cycle to 2 weeks instead of 30 days.

Reduce the review process time. Adjust fee structure for smaller projects.

Return calls and e-mails the same day. Just thisweek | have called someone twice, left a message both times,
with noreturn call. Isit possible for staff to change their voicemail to say they are out of the office when we
call them directly. Otherwise, we don’t know they are out.

Return phone calls and emailsin atimely fashion.

Return phone calls, have flexibility, understand the needs of their customer, understand that code is not
always black and white, and it’s ok to think outside the box. Make a decision and stand by it, get rid of CD
zoning, start giving more and taking less, understand that new business generates revenue for the city, and
new trees don't...for starters.

See commentsin Item 15 above.
Simplify the ordinance.

Speed up approval process.

Stop charging renewal and add-on fees.

The building and inspection process in general seems to change year to year and seems to have changed so
much over the 12 years | have worked here that it is difficult to describe the required processes for others.

The review staff and inspectors need to work together to be consistent. If the city approves plans, the
inspector’sjob is not to interpret them to their liking; it’s to make sure the project meets the plans, not their
personal interpretations.

Use more common sense.

We have only had a pre-submittal meeting, so too early in process to have suggestions. So far, experience has
been good.

Work with businessto try to help them bring jobs and revenue into Charlotte. My experience has been that
the government just doesn’t care. Unfortunately, when the City makesit difficult to do business, business
people will just take their business elsewhere, and that doesn’t do the city or its residents and tax base any
good at all.

Y ou have down afinejob so far.

Additional Comment

One customer sent an e-mail apologizing for not being able to complete the survey. However, the customer did
provide this comment in the e-mail to share:

“We had put in for a fast track and got a refund because that wasn't met. The issue was a path in front of the

property which we offered to bond and agree to the specks at the time, that didn’t work and with that delay and

the fire dept cost overruns of $300,000 we opted not to proceed with the project.
Sorry | don't have timeto fill out the survey.”
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Participate in City of Charlotte Land Development Permitting Survey

\ P/,

CHARLOTTE.
City of Charlotte

Land Development Permitting Customer
Satisfaction Survey

Dear City of Charlotte Client,

As a valued member of the business community and a client of the City of Charlotte's Land
Development Permitting process, you are invited to participate in our customer satisfaction survey.

This 2-page survey should take no more than 6-8 minutes to complete. Charlotte-based
Customer Senice Solutions, Inc. (CSS) is conducting this survey on behalf of the City of Charlotte.

Please click here to take this short survey

If you encounter any problems in completing this survey, please contact CSS at
charlotte@cssamerica.com.

Thank you for your time in taking this survey and helping the City of Charlotte to continuously improve
its programs and senvices!

Sincerely,

Edward Gagnon
Customer Senvice Solutions, Inc.

& Trusted Emaldl from

E¥ SafeUnsubscribe Constant Contact”

This email was sent to ed.gagnon@cssamerica.com by ed.gagnon@cssamerica.com |
Update Profile/Email Address | Instant removal with SafeUnsubscribe™ | Privacy Policy.

CSS, Inc. | 3427 Teversham Lane | Charlotte | NC | 28210

https://ui.constantcontact.com/visualeditor/visual_editor_preview.jsp?agent.uid=1110067445068&form...
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City of Charlotte
Permitting Customer Satisfaction Survey

Customer Service Solutions, Inc. is conducting this survey and will keep your responses completely confidential.

Your responseto this survey will help usto serve you better! Please base your responses on persona experiences you have had
with the City of Charlottein the past 2 years.

I mportant!
Please check the box indicating your PRIMARY viewpoint for completing this survey:

00 Commercial Construction [ Residential Construction

Please describe your primary role as a customer of the permitting process (select ONLY ONE):
0 Ownerd Developer [ Homebuilder [0 General Contractor
O Project Manager [ODesign Professional ] Other

Instructions

1. Please specify your Level of Agreement with the following statements about CITY operations by placing an X in the
appropriate box for each statement.

2. Special Note: For any | nspection guestions, focus on inspections that relate to Urban Forestry, Zoning, Soil/Erosion
Control, and City Engineering.

This Section pertains only to the City of Charlotte, enforcing Charlotte local ordinances

. Strongly . Strongly Don't

e Staff Evaluation  Tagee Agee Natrd DisOre piogre Know
City staff are consistently courteous ] o ] o . R o ] R =
_City staff are consistently professiondl ] O = O o =

Clty giaff listen and understand my point of view before making their 0 0 0 0 0 0
OO SO

City staff listen and assist me with all ordinance-related questions. ad ad 0 O O O
City stefflisentoand resolvemy issvesfairly. 0 O 0 0 0 0

The City of Charlotte Administrative Staff return phone calls and

A . a a | O g g

Al N At ey AN, e

The City of Charlotte’ s Inspector sreturn phone calls and emailsin a
melymener. S S R S

The City of Charlotte’'s Plan Review Staff return phone calls and 0 0 0 0 0 0

emailsin atimely manner.

Please provide any comments, including suggestions on how to improve any of these Staff-related items:

Customer Service Solutions, Inc. ©2012
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Process Evaluation

Commercia pre-submittal meetings help me to submit more complete
and accurate plans.

| am pleased with my ability to quickly reach the right person to address
the reason for my call

| am satisfied with the length of time from when we submit plans until
when we' ve heard the results of the review.

Strongly Strongly Don't

Agree Neutral Disagree

Agree T T 7T Disagree Know

O O O 0 O D

0 0 0 0 0 D
= A = A R =
NS o SR S o0
NS o R o o0
NS o SR S o0
NS o R o o0
I o SR g R

0 0 0 0 0 D
o o o o o O

Please provide any comments, including suggestions on how to improve any of these Processrelated items:

Service Evaluation

| am satisfied with the City of Charlotte’' s Expedited Commercial
Review Process.

| am satisfied with the City of Charlotte’s Urban District Review
Process overall (incl. UMUD, MUDD, PED, TOD,RE-3,and TS).

| am satisfied with the City’s commer cial Per mitting Processes
overdl.

I would tell other building professionals that the City of Charlotteisa
good jurisdiction in which to work.

Plan review comments identify clearly what needs to be corrected to
receive approvals.

Thereis consistency between what’ s approved during the City plan
review process and what’ s approved by City field inspectors.

Strongly . Strongly Don't
Agree  Adree Newrdl DO piggree Know
O O O O O O
= = = =B - D=
O O O O O O
O O O O O O
= = =B = B =
O O O O O O
O O O O 0 0
O O O O O O

Please provide any comments, including suggestions on how to improve any of these Service-related items:

Customer Service Solutions, Inc. ©2012
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Background Information

Did you participate in asurvey very similar to thistwo years ago? O Yes O No O Not Sure
How long have you been working with the City in permitting situations?
O Lessthanlyear [ 1-2years 0 3-5years O More than 5 years
Areyou typically aprimary contact for plan reviews/permitting? O Yes O No
Areyou typically aprimary contact for inspections? O Yes O No

How quickly do you expect to get a response after leaving an e-mail or voice message with someone at the City offices?
0 30 minutes O 2hours 0 Same Day O Next Day O Other

How do you prefer to communicate with the City personnel? (Mark only one)
[JE-mail [ Phone [J]Faceto-face Meeting (1 Other:

Additional Information and Feedback Requests

City staff is currently working on a new initiative regarding “ Ordinance Alignment” where we are seeking to improve our land
development ordinances including Zoning, Subdivision, Tree, Erosion Control, and PCCO. Through these improvements we seek to
improve flexibility, predictability and clarity by addressing any misalignments, overlaps and/or gaps in our ordinances. Please provide
any suggestions you have to this end.

About how many employees does your company have on payroll? 0 1-100 11-2500 26-5000 51-100C1 Over 100

About how many times did you submit a new project to the City of Charlotte within the past 12 months (this could include
Subdivision, Expedited Commercial, Urban District, etc.)?0 0-5 [06-10 [011-20 0O >20

What can the City of Charlotte Land Development Department do to better serve you?
1
2.

You May Request a Contact from a City of Charlotte Land Development Representative

Would you like someone from THE CITY OF CHARLOTTE to contact you to discuss any aspect of the permitting process?
U Yes U No

If you answered “Yes’ to either question, please complete the following:

Y our Name: Company: Phone #:

Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey.

Results will be used to help the City of Charlotte improve service to the business community.

Customer Service Solutions, Inc. ©2012
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Land Development Ordinance Alignment Initiative is intended to identify and address
ordinance provisions that are not mutually supportive of one another in achieving a common
vision for land development in the City of Charlotte. This document summarizes the first phase
of this initiative, which was intended to identify and prioritize ordinance requirements to be
addressed.

Using a variety of tools, including a full-day retreat for all land development staff, development
of a dedicated Sharepoint site, discussions with external stakeholders and survey instruments,
staff sought comprehensive feedback on examples of ordinance language that represented
misalignments between ordinances and policy. From a total of 53 issues, the three highest
priority issues as determined through a criteria-based evaluation and discussion with the
directors of Planning, Transportation and Engineering & Property Management are:

1) Establishing Consistent Requirements for Sidewalks and Frontage Improvements

2) Evaluate Strategies to Achieve Multiple Common Green Space Goals
3) Reevaluating Street Design Requirements in Environmentally Critical Areas

Staff will prepare to address these issues as well as others included in this summary as part of
Phase II of this initiative.

This initiative also helped identify other needed improvements to how the City of Charlotte
provides service for land development activities. Among them are 1) a need to sustain a
relationship among management of all three member departments to address business issues
from a collaborative perspective, 2) a need for various types of staff training, 3) a need for
shared balanced scorecard targets, and 4) a reevaluation of the Subdivision Steering Committee
and CDOT Director’s Roundtable.

The next phase of this initiative will include planning for the implementation of ordinance
revisions, a staff training program, various process improvements and the development of a
framework for increasing administrative flexibility in the application of ordinance
requirements.










I. PURPOSE

Land development and redevelopment proposals in Charlotte are subject to a variety of
ordinances. Each ordinance has been well vetted and serves an important role in ensuring that
as land development occurs, it protects the public and provides adequate comprehensive
infrastructure. However, since these ordinances are numerous, complex, and administered
across several departments, it is in the City’s interest to ensure that they work together in
support of a common vision and complement each other. This initiative was undertaken to
ensure this happens.

This initiative occurred at a time when the City made a shift in its business philosophy away
from a run-the-business model to a one-city corporate model. This initiative was executed in a
way that would further this organizational goal. Planning, CDOT, and E&PM seek to move
towards more collaborative and integrated land development activities that would be
experienced as a single Charlotte Development Services team instead of a series of departments.

The Ordinance
Alignment initiative itself
is consistent with this
shift, but should be seen
as part of a larger effort
to unify the city’s
regulatory function for
land development. Other
initiatives to further this
effort include shared
balanced scorecard
targets across
departments, a common
internet portal, and a
proposed reconstitution
of development-oriented
stakeholder groups.
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II. SUMMARY OF DEVELOPMENT VISION

One of the early tasks for this initiative was the compilation of a written vision for Charlotte.
The vision consists of a series of development-related objectives. Creation of a common vision
serves two primary roles. First, it helps development services staff from all departments
understand how their area of specialty fits into a broader set of development objectives. Second
it provides a basis for assessing how different ordinances, as well as potential ordinance
changes, support the vision for Charlotte.

The vision is based on five substantive areas: Land Use and Community Design,
Transportation, Environment, Public Facilities and Infrastructure, and Economic Development.
It borrows from, and builds upon, the Centers, Corridors and Wedges Growth Framework and
other Council adopted policies. In addition, it incorporates some objectives that are based on
practice within the City, but are not necessarily Council adopted. At the full day retreat for
development services staff, additional input was obtained and used to supplement the original
draft. The updated vision is provided on the following pages.
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Land Use and Community Design

e DPreserve and enhance existing neighborhoods

e Promote a greater mix of uses

e Ensure that adjacent land uses are compatible and that any negative impacts of new
development is minimized

e Focus most intense development in Centers and Corridors

e Encourage a more compact development pattern to enable people to live, work and shop
in close proximity

e Provide a range of housing types including affordable housing

e Ensure that development is high quality, visually appealing and fits into the existing
context

e Design new development to make it easier for people to use transit, walk or bicycle

e Incorporate open space and natural features into an urban environment

e Design for safety

Transportation

e Create a network of more, and better designed streets that:

e Accommodate all users - motor vehicles, bikes, pedestrians

e Are compatible with the surrounding land uses, including using traffic calming where
speeds and traffic volumes make achieving this compatibility challenging

e Help further place making and support economic development, in addition to mobility

e Complement the street network with a well-developed system of greenways, trails and
pathway connections

e Provide outstanding community-wide public transportation services while supporting
focused growth and sustainable development

Environment

e Protect the natural environment by preserving air quality, water quality and the tree
canopy; retaining natural areas; providing open space; and minimizing impervious
cover, as feasible

e Design development that is environmentally sustainable and that integrates the built
environment and the natural environment

e Help reduce traffic congestion and maintain clean air by promoting development design
that makes it easier for people to ride transit, walk, bicycle and/or shorten automobile
trips

e Incorporate greenspace into new development, redevelopment and infill

e Reconcile and balance the various environmental concerns with other land use and
economic development considerations

(4)





e Design neighborhoods with amenities like community gardens and walking trails that
support “healthy living”

e Protect the environment by encouraging practices such as recycling and household
composting

e Ensure that development regulations accommodate facilities that support the use of
alternative energy sources

Public Facilities and Infrastructure

e Make efficient and coordinated investments in new and existing infrastructure to keep
pace with development; increase capacity as needed to support higher density
development in strategic locations like Centers and Corridors; and, sustain a high
quality of life throughout Charlotte

e Use public infrastructure investment as a catalyst for transforming struggling parts of
our community

e Design public projects as examples of the high quality, innovation and sustainability
desired for infrastructure in our community

e  Work with the private sector to ensure that providing new infrastructure continues to be
a joint responsibility

Economic Development

e Support the creation of a diverse, growing and adaptable economy to ensure that
Charlotte remains a prosperous and livable city

e Revitalize economically challenged business and residential areas

e Encourage the creation, retention and/or expansion of businesses and jobs, and a
diverse and educated workforce to fill those jobs

e Promote redevelopment of significantly underutilized properties

e Place a higher priority on urban infill, redevelopment and reuse than on greenfield
development

e Support long term neighborhood economic vitality

e Facilitate job growth by ensuring that regulations and permitting processes are business-
friendly, allow innovative new development concepts and businesses, and are
understandable for users

e Ensure that development regulations address and balance a range of community
objectives, including high quality development, environmental considerations and
economic development

e Continue to use a variety of tools to support economic development, including
public/ private partnerships
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III. PRIORITIZED ORDINANCE MISALIGNMENTS

The issues identified during Phase I were ranked and prioritized based on several criteria
including frequency of occurrence, implementation difficulty, and addressing known industry
or staff frustrations. Those comments were then grouped where several issues could potentially
be addressed in a single effort. The original comments and rankings are provided in Appendix
A. The ranked and grouped issues are provided below.

1) Sidewalks and Frontage Improvements

Coordinate ordinance requirements for several ordinances including Subdivision, Zoning and
Chapter 19 in order to:

a. Establish consistent triggers for when sidewalk and curb-and-gutter is required to be
installed or improved;

b. Provide consistent design requirements for sidewalks and planting strips; and

c. Consider an administrative variances option for sidewalk requirements where sidewalk
is not needed (for example, adjacent to a railroad or greenway) or where sidewalk is in
significant conflict with other required improvements (for example, installation would
significantly impact tree preservation).

2) Common Green Spaces

Evaluate strategies to better align PCCO natural areas requirements, Zoning Ordinance open
space requirements, Tree Ordinance tree save requirements, and public park goals.

a. Explore new approaches that could achieve multiple goals in the creation of green
space/environmental protection areas and satisfy the intent of all related ordinances;

b. Modify the Tree Ordinance to provide additional flexibility for sites located in

Pedestrian Overlay Districts.

3) Street Design Requirements in Environmentally Critical Areas

Reevaluate standard design requirements in order to improve water quality in environmentally
sensitive areas such as critical watersheds, including:

a. use of vegetation and ditches in lieu of concrete gutters to reduce water velocity and
concentrated water discharge; and

b. modify vertical alignment requirements for new streets to minimize grading and tree
removal.
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4) Flexibility in Locating Storm Water BMP’s
Consider allowing bioretention in zoning-required buffers where screening can still be

achieved.

5) Consistent Definitions
Modify definitions across all land development ordinances in order to provide consistent
administration, interpretation, and enforcement.

6) Triggers for Ordinance Requirements

PCCO, Zoning, and Tree Ordinance have different thresholds for applying site requirements.
Review all ordinances in order to:

a. Seek a consistent threshold for when redeveloping sites must comply with various

ordinances requirements; and
b. Seek consistency in how large sites are handled with respect to incrementally or
comprehensively bring them into compliance with ordinance requirements.
7) Loss of required parking to comply with CDOT and Urban Forestry

Consider a change to the Zoning Ordinance to allow for an administrative reduction in
minimum parking requirements where necessary to allow redeveloping sites to comply with
Tree Ordinance and access requirements.

8) Proposed Rights-of-Way for Non-Local Streets

Review the use of transitional right-of-way to determine if this approach adequately identifies
needed right-of-way for streets, especially in light of USDG policy.

9) Driveway Regulations and Small Urban Sites

Modify the Driveway Regulations to recognize small infill sites in order to prevent minimum
driveway width and location requirements from overcoming other urban design goals.

10) Competing Streetscape Design Objectives

Evaluate various competing streetscape goals, including on-street parking, minimum soil
volume requirements for street trees, roll-out trash handling, and other impervious surfaces.





11) Planting Strip Requirements for Private Streets

Ensure flexibility is available for planting strip dimensions for private streets that is similar to
the flexibility available for parking design, centerline radius requirements, and other cross-
sectional elements.

12) Parking

Establish conditions under which 90 degree parking should be allowed on public streets in
order to balance flexibility with quality urban design.

13) Maneuvering in R/W

Reconsider prohibition of maneuvering in right-of-way for urban development on low volume
streets in order to support a more urban and pedestrian-friendly development form.
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IV. PROCESS IMPROVEMENTS AND OTHER IDENTIFIED ISSUES

The following items were identified that are not necessarily misalignments of ordinances and
policies, but rather issues that seem to be worthy of addressing and either require no ordinance
change or can be addressed within an ordinance without the need to align with any other
ordinance or policy. These items are not prioritized, but are organized by lead department and
anticipated fiscal year in which to be addressed.

Engineering & Property Management

1) Tree removal fees associated with required improvements (FY 13)

If a street is required to be improved to a standard street section and it forces the
removal of a tree, then the developer must pay a fee.

2) Sediment basin removal vs. homebuilding (FY 13)

Streets should not be accepted until all sediment basins are removed. If this is
something that cannot be achieved we should explore bonding for erosion control
maintenance and removal.

3) Timely removal of all erosion control devices (FY 13)

Not sure if this is a lack of ordinance authority or just a policy that should be

revised. We have many sites with abandoned sediment basins, remnants of silt fences,
etc., that become community eyesores. We should have the authority to require timely
removal of these items when no longer needed and the proper procedures in place

to make sure it happens.

4) Inlet protection on public streets needs to be provided and maintained (FY 13)
If properly maintained, silt sacks in curb inlets would provide surface water protection
for receiving streams where basins have been removed or otherwise unable to be placed.

5) Acceptance of street maintenance in ET] (FY 13-14)

Subdivision Ordinance conditions bond release upon construction of Ordinance
required infrastructure (streets, storm drainage systems, etc.) not acceptance of street
maintenance responsibility by City or NCDOT. NCDOT policies and procedures can
unreasonably delay or prevent NCDOT subdivision street acceptance,

forcing neighborhoods to privately maintain their streets until annexed by the

City. With recent changes to annexation law and reduced demand for new homes, the
timeline for annexation can be extended indefinitely. Consider the need for more
protection of homeowners, possibly through Ordinance amendment adding a
maintenance bond requirement or pursuing state funding for City maintenance of ET]
subdivision streets.
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6)

Subdivision Bond Requirements (FY 13-14)

Revise 20-58 of Subdivision Ordinance so that bond is released at street acceptance not
when work is complete. Or convert existing bond to maintenance bond.

Planning

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

Bangquet/conference facilities (To be incorporated into Zoning Ordinance assessment)

Need definition, allowable districts and requirements. Property owners and potential
tenants are constantly seeking business licenses and permits to operate these type
operations. Currently, zoning is treating them as nightclubs since we have no control
over individual events at these facilities. We assume that alcohol and entertainment will
be provided.

Setback issues with USDG (FY 13 )

Need Code clarification and/ or clear policy and procedures for determining whether
existing or future curb prevails. The responsible staff and how future curb is determined
needs to be established. This is a major obstacle during plan review or providing code
assistance to designers and property owners.

Solar arrays as an accessory use (To be incorporated into Zoning Ordinance
assessment)

Need standards on solar arrays as accessory uses and clarification on when they cease
being accessory and become power generating plants.

Lighting (To be incorporated into Zoning Ordinance assessment)

Current Code provisions do not include any measurable quantitative standards for
lighting. The language is vague and general. In addition, lighting is mentioned
numerous places in the Code and the language is not consistent.

Rezoning Comments (FY 13)

Not all departments are commenting on rezoning petitions during the review period,
which causes major issues during the permitting stages.

Conventional Rezonings (FY 13)

Requests are received from other departments for conditional notes on conventional
rezoning petitions. It appears that some education on the rezoning process and
requirements would be helpful for commenting departments.

Conditional Rezoning Plans and Notes (To be incorporated into Zoning Ordinance
assessment)

Site plans and notes are approved by City Council and only minor changes can be made
through the administrative approval process. Only Planning can authorize
administrative changes.
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Transportation

1)

2)

3)

Structured Flexibility (FY 13)

Develop tools / processes for a more structured approach to providing administrative
flexibility, as discussed during and after retreat.

CLDSM Purpose Statement (FY 13)

Develop an introductory page to the CLDSM describing the purpose of the manual in
order to clarify its role in the development review process.

Communicating Setbacks for Proposed Curblines in Urban Districts (FY 14)

Inventory prior decisions about proposed future curbline locations in urban districts and
develop a tool to communicate that information for the purposes of determining setback
locations.

(11)





IV. LESSONS LEARNED FROM INITIATIVE

No Absolute Conflicts Found

This initiative was focused on identifying where ordinances were not working in support of a
common development initiative and worked from the assumption that there were no outright
conflicts among ordinances that prevented development from occurring. From the 53 issues
identified, none represented conflicts.

Misalignments are Present

From the 53 comments received, 13 were determined to represent misalignments, gaps, or
overlaps in ordinances where improvements appear needed to ensure the City achieves its
vision for development.

Numerous Process Issues Remain

Though not the explicit goal of this initiative, the process revealed seven (7) potential process
improvements that could help the City achieve its development vision. An additional nine (9)
issues (mostly zoning or water quality) were identified that could help improve an existing
ordinance or policy that does not appear to affect any other ordinance or policy.

Initiative Fostered Better Management across Departments

Prior to this initiative, the three managers most closely responsible for development activities in
Planning, CDOT, and E&PM (Laura Harmon, Mike Davis, and Dave Weekly) had very little
interaction and almost never met as a team. Collaborating on this initiative has revealed the
value of meeting routinely as a team to discuss all kinds of matters affecting land development
citywide, including personnel issues, complex or high priority projects, user fees, etc. Meetings
that occurred for this initiative are responsible for generating other goals that include
establishing common balanced scorecard targets, training goals, and reformatting standing
stakeholder meetings.

The Importance of Flexibility

Comments received from the staff retreat revealed that one of the most concerning issues to
staff was the City’s seemingly inconsistent approach to flexibility. A framework has been
developed (Appendix C) that describes the varying degrees to which flexibility can be applied
administratively to ordinance requirements. Discussions with department directors revealed a
preference for increased flexibility over time. Staff has requested that some structure be applied
concurrently with increased levels of flexibility to ensure a level of consistency.

Point of View Matters

The comments received from staff typically reflected on the person’s professional point of view.
For example several staff members commented on the tendency for trees, dense development,
water quality features, and streets to all compete with one another for space on a piece of
property. A person who professionally represents water quality goals would identify the
problem as trees, streets, and development, as competing with water quality goals, whereas a
person representing tree goals would cite water quality, development, and streets as all
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competing with tree goals. This was observed for all four of these goals, which reveals that
some education may be needed for staff to understand and embrace goals of other disciplines.

Issues are Best Identified from Recent Examples

Almost all of the identified issues were derived from development proposals that were
evaluated during the initiative, as opposed to observation about long-term patterns. For
whatever reasons this occurred, it suggests that the list of issues is probably not comprehensive.
Therefore, we will continue to seek feedback on an ongoing basis to identify potential ordinance
misalignments.

Industry was Nonresponsive

During this initiative, various stakeholder groups were informed about this initiative and asked
to answer a simple two-question survey to identify potential issues from their point-of-view.
These groups included REBIC, the Chamber Land Use Committee, the Subdivision Steering
Committee, and CDOT’s Director’s Roundtable. Despite the warm reception this initiative
received from these groups and the reminder e-mails sent, no comments were received from
any of these groups. It is difficult to draw conclusions about why no one responded.

Need for Revised Stakeholder Group Formats

Based on discussions that have occurred during this phase of the initiative it is apparent that the
current Subdivision Steering Committee and CDOT Director’s Roundtable are outdated and do
not serve the City or the stakeholders very well. Now that the Subdivision Ordinance applies to
commercial development, there is a need to broaden the Subdivision Steering Committee to
include other commercial perspectives. The Director’'s Roundtable format seems inconsistent
with the strategic goal of integrating City land development groups into a single functional
group. The idea of replacing these two groups has been tested with current stakeholder
members and has been well-received so far.
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V.  NEXT STEPS (PHASE II)

In order to follow through on the first phase of the Ordinance Alignment Initiative, the
following next steps have been identified:

1) Develop Implementation Strategies for Ranked Issues

e Identify priority work items from ranked issues list with input from department
directors

e Form work teams

e Identify process for technical and stakeholder work
e Produce schedules and include in balanced scorecard targets and business plans

2) Implement Various Process and Other Ordinance and Policy Changes
e Form work teams

e Produce schedules and include in business plans.

3) Present Findings to Development Services Staff
e Reconvene all Development Services Staff
e DPresent key findings
e Discuss next steps

e Encourage continual identification of issues

4) Staff Cross-Training

e Identify key training needs to further the collective understanding of how different
professional disciplines contribute to the City’s Development Vision

e Develop and implement training accordingly

¢ Consider hiring an outside resource to train staff on the concepts of sustainability
and growth management

e Further develop the concept of “structured flexibility” and train for use by staff

5) Reform Stakeholder Groups

e Develop options for replacement groups for the Subdivision Steering Committee and
Director’s Roundtable

e DPresent and discuss options with existing stakeholder members

e Seek to implement new formats during FY 13
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6) Update Balanced Scorecard Targets to Include:
e Implementation actions from the Ordinance Alignment Initiative
e Stakeholder meeting reconstitution

e Project review completion targets

7) Procedures for New Ordinances and Ordinance Revisions

e Ensure that new ordinance revisions are considered from the perspective of a
common development vision prior to being advanced for stakeholder involvement
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Appendix A - Ranked Misalignment Issues

o| B B 8
] o © o
Description
Coordinate ordinance
requirements for frontage
improvements
Various ordinances/code sections make requirements for sidewalk and curb &
gutter. Chapter-19 has perceived loopholes for avoiding
requirements. Subdivision Ordinance can sometimes require improvements to be
constructed prematurely (for instance, commercial minor subdivisions). Should look at all
these requirements and make sure we have the ability to make good, consistent, and
timely requirements for frontage improvements. X 3 0 3 3 0 1 3 13
1. Street slope requirements do not take into consideration steep topography in some
Street Grades in areas. This causes excessive grading to obtain required street slopes. This issue is
Environmentally Critical Areas | especially critical in the lake areas where topography is extreme. X 3 3 0 2 2 1 2 13
2. Curb and gutter concentrating flow is bad for the environment. Roadside ditches
Curb and Gutter where some water is absorbed and vegetation slows velocity is a better solution in many
Requirements areas. X 3 3 0 2 2 1 2 13
Subdivision Ord. Sidewalk Change 20-55 so that a variance could be used to not require sidewalk where it is not
Requirement (Sec. 20-55) needed or would require large trees to be removed.
X X 0 3 2 2 1 2 2 12
Common Green Spaces Need for alignment of PCCO natural area requirements, ZO open space requirements, tree
ordinance tree save requirements, and public park goals.
X X 3 0 2 2 0 1 3 11
Additional flexibility for bmp Consider allowing bioretention in Zoning buffers. Bioretention requires plantings that
locations could help satisfy the screeninig requirements.
X 3 3 0 2 1 0 2 11
Differing Sidewalk Sidewalks are regulated in Chapter 19, the Subdivision Ordinance, and the Zoning
Requirements Ordinance with different requirements for when they are installed and to what standard.
X 0 0 3 3 0 2 3 11
Consistent PCCO, Zoning, Tree Ordinance define redevelopment differently or do not recognize it as a
definition/treatment of development category at all. Need consistent definition and treatment of redevelopment
redevelopment sites. Ordinances should incent redevelopment.
X 3 0 3 2 0 0 2 10
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Description
Tree Ordinance Requirement | Does the tree ordinance requirement for an 8' continuous planting strip apply to private
for a 8' Continuous Planting streets as well? The language in section 21 - 96 speaks to public streets, however, there
Strip are no specific references to private streets in that section. In areas where the city is
trying to promote more private street connections along with exercising design flexibility
for streets (types of on - street parking, cross - section, centerline radius, etc.), wouldn't
the existing tree ordinance allow this same design flexibility with respect to planting strip
widths? As | read the ordinance it appears that it does, however, in practice we are
requiring an 8' planting strip.
10
Ped Zoning and Tree
Ordinance Additional Tree Ordinance Flexibility is needed for PED Zoned properties X 9
Loss of required parking to Changes to existing development triggers review by CDOT and/or Urban Forestry which
comply with CDOT and Urban | requires driveway and/or Urban Forestry compliance. This results in loss of required
Forestry: parking spaces. One solution is a change to the Zoning Ordinance allowing for up to a 25%
reduction in parking similar to existing provisions of the Zoning Ordinance(section
12.202(2)) 9
Driveway Regulations and
Small Urban Sites Driveway Regulations seem excessive for small urban sites X 9
Promote consistent definitions across all ordinances to help with enforcement,
Consistent Definitions interpretation, and clarity for the public and staff. X X 8
Determine how the City will apply various ordinances to large developments such as
Belgate, City Park, Berewick, etc. Are these sites treated as one whole, or as a series of
Large Development small pieces? 8
City Code prohibits vehicles from backing and manevering in the right-of-way. This can be
a problem for small urban sites which might benefit from having the ability to allow this
Maneuvering in R/W under specific conditions. 7
Impacts to required trees in When a project designer decides to handle trash collection with roll out containers they
planting strips have to be placed at the street. This may require concrete pads in the right of way and in
the planting strip. This diminishes the effectiveness of the planting strips ability to support
trees. In addition it results in dead grass and compacted soil.
2) Another issue that impacts the tree planting strips is on street parking. When the
planting strip is bisected by concrete walk ways the trees ultimately suffer. This plays out
in different ways depending on the design and parking space orientation. X 7
90 Degree parking should not be allowed on public streets as it conflicts with the
Parking pedestrian feel of the development. 7






Appendix B - Process-Related and Other Identified Issues

Tree removal fee vs. required curb

If a street is required to be improved to a standard street section and it forces the removal of a tree, then the developer must pay a fee.

Sediment basin removal vs homebuilding

Streets should not be accepted until all sediment basins are removed. Under current standards temporary erosion and sediment control measures are not designed to efficiently function for more than
36 months. If this is something that cannot be achieved we should explore bonding for erosion control maintenace and removal.

Timely removal of erosion control devices

Not sure if this is a lack of ordinance authority or just a policy that should be revised. We have many sites with abandoned sediment basins, remnants of silt fences, etc., that become community
eyesores. We should have the authority to require timely removal of these items when no longer needed and the propoer procedures in place to make sure it happens.

Acceptance of street maintenance in ETJ

Subdivision Ordinance conditions bond release upon construction of Ordinance required infrastructure (streets, storm drainage systems, etc.) not acceptance of street maintenance responsibility by City
or NCDOT. NCDOT policies and procedures can unreasonably delay or prevent NCDOT subdivision street acceptance, forcing neighborhoods to privately maintain their streets until annexed by the

City. With recent changes to annexation law and reduced demand for new homes, the timeline for annexation can be extended indefinitely. Consider the need for more protection of homeowners,
possibly through Ordinance amendment adding a maintenance bond requirement or pursuing state funding for City maintenance of ETJ subdivision streets.

Subdivision Bond Requirement

Revise 20-58 of Subdivision Ordinance so that bond is released at street acceptance not when work is complete. Or convert existing bond to maintenance bond.

Inlet protection on public streets needs to be provided
and maintained

If properly maintained, silt sacks in curb inlets would provide surface water protection for recieving streams where basins have been removed or otherwise unable to be placed.

Banquet/conference facilities:

Need definition, allowable districts and requirements. Property owners and potential tenants are constantly seeking business licenses and permits to operate these type operations. Currently, zoning is
treating them as nightclubs since we have no control over individual events at these facilities. We assume that alcohol and entertainment will be provided.

Setback issues with USDG (1):

Need Code clarification and/or clear policy and procedures for determining whether existing or future curb prevails. The responsible staff and how future curb is determined needs to be established. This
is @ major obstacle during plan review or providing code assistance to designers and property owners.

Solar arrays as an accessory use:

Need standards on solar arrays as accessory uses and clarification on when they cease being accessory and become power generating plants.

Lighting

Current Code provisions do not include any measurable quantitative standards for lighting. The language is vague and general. In addition, lighting is mentioned numerous places in the Code and the
language is not consistent.

Planning and DOT regulations taking precedence over
environmental issues

3. Connectivity and USDG often conflicts with stream protection initiatives.

Sight Distance Triangle Issues

CDOT sight distance triangles conflicting with NCDOT and tree ordinance required trees - we allow limbing up but sight distance often prevails and trees are removed

Flexibility

Develop tools / processes for a more structured approach to providing administrative flexibility, as discussed during and after retreat.

CLDSM Purpose Statement

Develop an introductory page to the CLDSM describing the purpose of the manual so as to clarify its role in the development process.

Setback issues with USDG (2):

Need Code clarification and/or clear policy and procedures for determining whether existing or future curb prevails. The responsible staff and how future curb is determined needs to be established. This
is @ major obstacle during plan review or providing code assistance to designers and property owners.

Rezoning Comments

Not all departments are commenting on rezoning petitions during the review period, which causes major issues during the permitting stages.

Conventional Rezonings

Requests are received from other departments for conditional notes conventional rezoning petitions.

Conditional Rezoning Plans and Notes

Site plans and notes are approved by City Council and only minor changes can be made through the administrative approval process. Only Planning can authorize administrative changes.






Increasing Predictability

Appendix C - Structured Flexibility

Requirement

Example

Requirements Established Legislatively |

Administered Objectively

Ordinance requirement

Zoning Ordinance - No permanent structures allowed in a setback.

Ordinance requirement with compliance options

PCCO - On-site mitigation devices or fee-in-lieu.

Ordinance requirement with objective exemptions

Tree Ordinance - Required tree save unless property located in
transit station area.

Requirements Established Legislatively |

Administered Subjectively

Ordinance requirement with subjective exemptions

Subdivision Ordinance - A normally required street may not be
required if it would cross a railroad.

Subjective ordinance requirements

Zoning Ordinance - Additional proposed right-of-way may be
required at intersections according to the Department of
Transportation.

Administrative Rulemaking |

Administered Objectively

Requirements communicated through Standards Manual

Handprail: Details includes items ranging from welding requirements
to warrants for installation.

Administrative Rulemaking |

Administered Subjectively

Deviation from detail in Standards Manual based on
adopted area plan

An area plan recommends a narrower sidewalk than the
standard requirement in order to honor the existing
context.

Deviation from detail in Standards Manual
based on design principle or reasonableness

Staff believes a standard requirement is inappropriate
and wants to change the sidewalk width to match the
context.

— ANIqIxar Sursearduy
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COMMITTEE AGENDA TOPICS

Subject: Out of School Time
Action: The Committee will continue its discussion of the City’s Out of School Time RFP

process, with action requested on establishing a per agency maximum funding cap. Staff will
also be available to answer any questions regarding the RFP document and process. If the
Committee is ready; staff will seek a referral to Council for consideration of funding changes
at the November 26™ Council Business Meeting.

Subject: High Growth Entrepreneur Strategy

Action: As part of a broader discussion on a high growth entrepreneur strategy, staff will
provide information related to the request for the City’s financial participation in the Charlotte
Regional Foundation for Entrepreneurship (CRFE). Staff will share the proposed structure of
the CRFE advisory board and the suggested criteria for evaluating grant requests from the
CRFE, as developed by the Charlotte Entrepreneur Alliance. If the Committee is ready, staff
will seek a referral to Council for consideration at the November 12" Council Business Meeting.

1. Subject: Carolina Theatre

Action: In preparation for a November 15 Committee discussion on the potential sale of the
Carolina Theatre, staff will seek direction from the Committee on any information desired from
either CMP Carolina Theatre, LLC or the Foundation for the Carolinas. No action required.

COMMITTEE INFORMATION

Present: James Mitchell, Patrick Cannon, Warren Cooksey, David Howard and LaWana Mayfield

Time:

Noon — 1:45 p.m.

ATTACHMENTS

Out of School Time Update on October 4" & 18" ED Committee Meetings
Out of School Time Funding Process Improvements

Draft High Growth Entrepreneur Strategy

Charlotte Regional Foundation for Entrepreneurship Support Letter
Theater Presentation Slides

CMP Carolina Theatre LLC Carolina Theatre Proposal

Foundation for the Carolinas Carolina Theatre Proposal

ARK Group Carolina Theatre Letter of Interest

PNoGOA~ONE

DISCUSSION HIGHLIGHTS

Chairman Mitchell opened the meeting and asked everyone to introduce themselves. We have three
items scheduled for our discussion today, Out of School Time RFP; High Growth Entrepreneur
Strategy, better known as the Cooksey Amendment and Carolina Theatre, and that is why we have an
expert on City Council, Patsy Kinsey, here to give us some guidance. | will turn it over to Mr. Kimble
and let him introduce the items.
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Kimble: Thank you Mr. Chairman, members of the Economic Development Committee and guests.
Three items, number one Out of School Time. You have asked for additional information. Remember
that there are a set of Budget Committee recommendations and then there will be a set of Economic
Development Committee recommendations. If you are ready today after reviewing the information to
make a recommendation to Council, it would go in tandem with the Budget Committee’s on November
26", We can start out with that one today and Mr. Tom Warshauer will be glad to review the
information that is in your package and see what questions you might have and if you are indeed
ready to move forward with a recommendation.

Mayfield: Tom, | have a question for you for something that had come up that | realized after the
debate | forgot to ask. That gap we had talked about with moving forward extending the program, is
there going to be a problem for the current programs for that gap between that month and a half or
two months?

Warshauer: That is next summer’s program.

Mayfield: Have you heard from the stakeholders if that is going to cause any financial gap or strain
for them with the fact that we are talking about extending and changing our budget cycle?

Warshauer: We talked to the providers around their contracts and about amending the contracts
enabling that to happen and it does cause some stress to them and they need to figure out how they
are going to manage it this coming summer’s funding gap.

Mayfield: In our discussions, we haven’t talked about any way since we are changing the calendar
year. Is there any possibility to discuss a way to help offset that summer gap?

Warshauer: The thing that we are doing that would enable them in a small way to help is to allow
them to charge fees for appearance. They can also amend that kind of numbers that are served and
we are trying to do that early enough that people can seek additional funding and we are certainly
available to help people if they are going after additional funding to maintain the same level of service
for the coming summer.

Mayfield: Was there any concern with the stakeholders if they identify what those financial dollars
might look like? I'm wondering if this is going to cause a hardship for any of the organizations
because of that summer gap for funding.

Warshauer: | don’t know that anyone would say that it doesn’t have some impact in their ability to
deliver services next summer, but some of them are able to do more and some are able to do less. A
couple of them did not do any summer services last summer so they are able to use those funds they
saved from last summer to provide services in the coming summer. We have no additional funds that
we can put towards that and people generally understand the need to be able to move the funding
cycle to September so that they have more information about how their programs would work. It is
desirable to move it and | believe everyone acknowledges that it is a good thing for us to move the
cycle. Unfortunately, we don’t have any funds we can put toward mitigating those but in working with
them we hope we can continue the services over the summer.
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Cannon: | fielded to some of those same calls and | think what it is going to end up coming down to
is going to be a budget call at some point in my opinion and those entities are going to have to
probably put together what will be a request to the body for any additional funding that they might be
able to find if this is to proceed like it is currently being suggested. Would you concur with that Mr.
Mumford or Mr. Kimble?

Kimble: | think it would have to be discussed at Council level when the Budget Committee
recommendations and the ED Committee recommendations go there because that is more a budget
question and that was the referral to them, to the Budget Committee.

Howard: Do you know how much the total effect would be on the agencies that had summer
programs?

Warshauer: We do. It is approximately $80,000 additional dollars.

Howard: So that is the totality of everybody needing summer programs. Part of the conversation |
haven’t necessarily agreed with was this scale down and the amount of money that each agency gets,
66%, 50% and then 33%. The 66% actually happens in the next budget year or the budget year
after that?

Warshauer: This coming budget year so it would be a part of this RFP.

Howard: There should be some savings from this past year. Not necessarily savings because they
could ramp their program up. If they did it at current level, there should be some money somewhere.

Warshauer: It could be if the same providers are the only ones that are there. Remember we have
many more providers in the funding, so if we open an RFP process, we are likely to have much more
come in than what we are currently funding.

Howard: Then you could actually fund more people?

Warshauer: More people, more programs, fund different programs. We are looking in the RFP
process to fund the best programs in the City. The six that are currently being funded may or may
not have any funds available to them next year, depending on their success in the RFP process.

Howard: What I'm thinking and if it is bad thinking tell me. Maybe in this first year while we are
transitioning because I've had this sensitivity to this transition time. Maybe the people that have
traditionally done summer programs get first crack at whatever savings are left before we add
somebody else. Maybe the ones who have summer programs get a little bit more latitude this first
time in this cut down, maybe they are allowed to do more than 66% of their funding for one year
while we transition. Am | making sense?

Warshauer: The Budget Committee’s recommendation was that we hold the City’s contribution at
$590,000, which is the highest the City has ever used Pay-As-You-Go money for Out of School Time
and that the total amount that would be available for next year would depend on our CDBG allocation.
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Last year, that would come to $1.24 million so we were capping that. Last year you added additional
funding so we actually funded $1.6 million. We are already starting at a much lower level of funding
available in the RFP process for the Out of School Time providers than what was provided to them last
year.

Howard: Am | missing something? If everybody did it at the same level, there were some savings as
opposed to adding another provider this coming year, maybe we accommodate this summer issue this
one time as we transition is what I'm saying.

Mumford: | hear what you are saying. If the number of providers and the actual providers stay
consistent then there would be savings going into the RFP process. It depends on how people score in
that process. There may be some that are currently funded that fall out altogether.

Howard: If they fall out, they fall out. What I’'m saying as a Councilmember before | would vote to
add a new provider, | would support a program giving that $89,000 to get through the summer while
we transition to this new budget cycle.

Mumford: That is a conversation the Budget Committee has had and we are trying to be really clear
on the Budget Committee role and this Committee’s role. They made the recommendation for 66
down to the 33 over that period of time.

Howard: You can tell the Budget Committee that at least one Councilmember said how | feel about it
and | get to vote on the final vote.

Kimble: You will get to say that at Council.

Cannon: Our charge has been to deal strictly with dealing with the RFP process and molding and
shaping that to present to the larger body and we get into the numbers side of it all. | want you to be
able to cut me off if I'm getting in too deep with that. | want to make sure that I'm staying in my
lane.

Kimble: Expressing your opinion here is fine, but taking a vote to change the Budget Committee’s
recommendation would not be a good idea. You can do that at the full Council when you consider the
items.

Cannon: | have budgetary questions, | really do.

Kimble: This is the dilemma you face when a particular item has been sent to two different
Committees and try to keep in tack the charge that has been given to each of the two Committees.
You are doing a very good job and we just need to wait for all of these to go to Council and that is
where you are going to have the final debate about what the end product looks like.

Mitchell: Let me just make a little editorial because I've got to apologize to my colleague Mr. Cannon
because he brought this to my attention last week that we were impacting a program and | guess in
my mind | thought our funds carried everyone through to the end of June.
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Warshauer: The initial funding took us to the end of the academic year, so it took us to whatever
programs ended in May. Traditionally, we awarded the same contracts to people so traditionally you
would have your recommendation and that would fund the summer programs in the new budget year.
The new programs for next summer would come in new contracts. When you are doing an RFP
process and bringing in new people and really impacting their budgets substantially, you are making
that award almost retroactively is what we have been doing. We actually enter into a contract in July
that covers the summer but it has been the same ones and everyone sort of floats the money and
they do their summer program. Going forward that really isn’t a particularly good idea for us to be
doing that. It is hard for people to ramp up if they are a new provider that is doing a hew summer
program and they don’t know for sure what their money is until July 1; it is hard for them to
retroactively start a program. It is not fair to the other providers if they are going to have their
funding cut not to know so beginning the funding cycle with a September start is a really better idea
when you are doing an RFP so that people have some time to either ramp up their program or ramp
down their program.

Mitchell: The only dilemma you have is our current funding will stop in May or June and the new
money would not be issue until September so those who have summer programs, that 90-day gap,
you all identified is about $80,000. Which agency has a summer program?

Jackson: PAL and CMS were the only ones that did not have a summer program.

Mitchell: PAL and CMS did not?

Mitchell: So Bethlehem Center has a summer program. Greater Enrichment, YWCA and St. Paul.
Thank you staff for clarifying that. |1 know you shared with me the impact and | didn’t understand the
impact and now | clearly understand the summer program.

Mayfield: 1 think the question came about because we’ve had numerous conversations on the ED
Committee, but unfortunately the Budget Committee isn’t coming back together so sitting on both of
them, I'm thinking about questions that | should have asked in Budget that didn’t occur to me at the
time. The fact that we are looking at creating a two-month gap; I'm just trying to make sure that

everyone is aware moving forward of some of the concerns that we have.

Kimble: The minutes that we will take for this meeting and the previous meeting will be reflected and
will be available as the Council would then discuss that topic and discuss the specifics.

Mitchell: Just for clarification, the $80,000 gap for all four programs?
Warshauer: Yes.

Mayfield: That included which ones?

Mitchell: Bethlehem Center, Greater Enrichment, St. Paul and YWCA.

Cannon: That is not $80,000 each, that is $80,000 total.





Economic Development Committee

Meeting Summary for November 1, 2012
Page 6

Warshauer: Let me remind you where you are. The Budget Committee recommended a $590,000
cap from the City’s Innovative Housing Fund for Out of School Time, which means that the
approximate amount of funding that we anticipate for next year, would be $1.2 million. The Budget
Committee also recommended that we go to a 66% of the agency’s budget next year and a 33% the
following year, but any new programs that came in would be at 33% of maximum of the agency’s
budget that we would fund. They were transitioning it down from 66% to 33% for programs that we
are funding this year, but any new program that might come in the maximum that we would award
would be 33% of their total budget. The third thing that they recommended was that we allow
agencies to charge a nominal fee which we are doing. To recap for you the things that you all
recommended last time is that we maintain the same eligibility requirements in the RFP that we had
before with the exception that we allow programs to apply that have operated for three years, with
one year in Charlotte. They would have to be in existence for one year in Charlotte but they could
have been in existence outside of Charlotte managing their program for three years. They have to be
in existence for three years total for all new programs. We are not funding a start-up program that is
brand new that doesn’t have any track record, we are funding programs that have track records and
they have to already been submitted to being in Charlotte for at least one year before they are eligible
to apply for funding from us. You also recommended that we conduct site visits and revise some of
our priorities in the RFP, which we provided a copy for you and that we convene a group of some
volunteers to participate in the review process. The third recommendation you had was that we
continue to utilize the Housing Trust Fund Model for the allocation of funds. Those are the things that
you voted on last time. The one thing that was left that we hadn’t come to conclusion on was whether
you wanted to have an agency cap. You asked me to provide you with some additional information
which is on the first table. The percentage of funding that comes of the agencies now in terms of their
budget and the number of students that were served. We also wanted to show you some examples of
the other requests so you would see the extent of the requests that may come in the new RFP
process. What we are hearing from our responders was that they wanted to know the total amount of
money that was available, how they were going to be graded and what kind of funds they could apply
for so they could adjust their proposals accordingly. That was some of the information we provided
you in the first table’s app so what we are looking for from you on this first table is whether or not you
would like to do a per agency cap.

Just to follow up on the next two components, you asked about the site visits. You wanted to know
more about opportunities to visit the sites so we surveyed the existing six providers and we have the
name of the provider, their main program contact and their site address with the Council District so
you will know what district each one of the sites are in and who their teachers are and their program
hours. If they have events that are coming up that you might be interested in and they have settled
on those events, we have listed those events for you as well. There are some who haven't really
summed up some of the events so they have no scheduled events, but that doesn’'t mean they won’t
have any. They will let us know and they will be inviting you to events as time goes on and those
events are scheduled. If you do want to take a look at the sites, drop in and visit, these are their site
addresses, Council Districts, program hours and program coordinators on those sites. One thing that
those five pages of additional information shows you is there are a lot of different sites, there are a lot
of different people that are engaged and we have some very active programs that are doing a lot of
work in our community. That was one thing that we were delighted to be able to share with you.
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On the last page, you asked us for some additional work on how we were going to define nominal fees
so we provided you the definition that we will be using around fees and it comes from the 20" Century
Community Learning Center from the U.S. Department of Education on how they take a look at
making sure their programs are accessible. What we will be doing is including that in our RFP so
people will be evaluating on accessibility and fee schedule. The only thing that we are asking is if you
are okay with the information that | provided and the answers to questions on pages two and three.
What we are looking for is if you want to have any additional discussion around an agency cap today
and if you did, we will be able to answer related to that.

Mitchell: This is great in-depth information we needed and personally | feel very connected now to all
of the After School Providers because you gave us the name, the school, the districts and the
telephone numbers. Committee, any discussion about question one on the cap?

Cannon: Are you able to give us the pros and cons if we do provide such a cap?

Warshauer: The cons of not providing a cap is the possibility that there may be some agencies,
because we are using the Housing Trust Fund model, so the highest agency would receive its entire
allocation and there are some agencies that could apply for more money based on the funding that we
have now, using the Housing Trust Fund model. They might apply for additional funds that they had
not applied for previously and there could be new agencies that could come in and apply for more
money. You are sort of doing an all or nothing for agencies. You might be awarding one or two
agencies all of the money. If you provide a cap, you are assured that you are awarding more
agencies and spreading the money throughout different kinds of programs and more different
communities in terms of providing the funding. That is the advantage so what you’ve seen in here is
something like the Y for instance, based on their current funding, they could actually request more
money under this formula than they have requested in the past. The new programs that are coming
in could also and these are just some examples, but there are other programs that could come in and
ask for more funds. So providing a per agency cap might provide you an opportunity, depending on
what people’s requests are, to make sure you are funding more programs.

Cannon: Obviously being able to spread the wealth is much better than being able to accommodate
one or two so whatever that might mean in terms of where we may fall as a Committee on agreeing to
something like that is something that I am more than open to.

Howard: Explain to me why this is not a Budget Committee issue and it is our Committee? How are
you guys deciding which goes where? We are really deciding it should be as many as possible, but
they would decide the cap or we would decide the cap.

Kimble: We would say this is more a process of the RFP than it is a total budgetary allocation. They
are looking more at the total budgetary allocation. You are looking at this kind of inside the RFP
process.

Howard: In all respect, they are saying how much each agency should do too?

Kimble: We agree that there is overlay and that is the danger that we knew we would run, but | think
you are making observations about each of the recommendations in Budget and Economic
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Development appropriately so, given opinions. 1 think it is all going to get resolved at the Council
level where you are going to have more of that discussion and debate before you give your final vote.
We would say this falls more within the RFP process. That is why it is in ED Committee and not in
Budget.

Kinsey: How are we going to reconcile that at the Council level? | don’t quite understand it and I'm
on Budget. Right now, I'm not sure.

Kimble: What we will do is lay out each one of the recommendations in each of the Committees and
you can vote on those separately instead of voting on the entire package. You may have four issues
coming out of here, the one year in Charlotte; three years anywhere to qualify for the RFP, to conduct
site visits, revise the RFP and volunteers to help you assist. Some of these are probably — everybody
agrees with them, but there may be debate on each one of them. There are a couple that | think you
are going to have a healthy debate. Cap per agency may be one that you have a very healthy debate
among all 12 elected officials, including the Mayor.

Kinsey: Try to explain to me because if | don’t quite understand it, I'm sure whether or not either of
these Committees will understand it. How do you mesh those two?

Kimble: In the write-up of the Request for Council Action we will put the individual bullet points of
each of the Committee’s recommendations so you will see the recommendations separately in the
write-up in the body and then you can take each one of those recommendations separately and
debate them. That is how; | don’t know any other way.

Kinsey: | heard that but | think it is very confusing.

Kimble: It is messy and we will agree with you that it is messy whenever you refer a topic and pieces
of it to two different Committees.

Mitchell: Let’s take the charge and the question Mr. Cannon started to discuss about the cap. Are we
comfortable having a cap where we can serve more providers and particularly more youth? What was
the cap we had earlier, $400,000?

Warshauer: We had talked about something between $300,000 and $400,000. When we had our
meeting and used the Larry King Center to help us facilitate some of our discussions and we had a
meeting with our providers, they preferred the $400,000 the higher end. They understand $300,000
so it could go anywhere you would like it.

Mitchell: Committee, what is your pleasure?

Howard: When you go all the way down to 33%, it really affects no one, right? We are talking about
two things. We are talking about not more than and we are talking about a cap. | was wondering just
the feedback from the one or two providers that it would even affect. Greater Enrichment is the only
one that comes close, so what kind of feedback did we get from the agency?
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Warshauer: What we heard from the agencies was that they understand what they have applied for in
the past may not be what they apply for this coming year so they could change their allocations
because we hadn’t explained to them what the allocation process was going to be like. Their apps
could be different, and you are right, the budget they have based on 66 and 33 will limit but there are
a couple of them that it doesn’t limit so they could ask for more money than they have asked for
previously. People generally understood that there was some desirability in that, but if you are an
agency just receiving more money; you probably prefer to be able to continue to receive it.

Howard: The reason | was asking it would seem like to me, at least Greater Enrichment, it is a double
whammy if you will. | was trying to figure out which one mattered to them the most because you are
saying they wanted 33% and then you are putting a cap on it. I'm okay with it.

Cannon: Considering the fact that they are still going to be evaluated, | believe by our criteria that
would suggest where they probably should fall in respect to the actual need versus the want per se
and what we are able to help them with. My thought is that we would set the cap at $400,000
because there will still be controls in place. That is not necessarily suggesting, and | guess | should
say up to $400,000 because that wouldn’t necessarily suggest that they would actually get that
amount, but they would be able to if they met certain criteria.

VOTE: Motion was made by Mr. Cannon and seconded by Ms. Mayfield to set a per agency maximum
funding cap at $400,000, with an amendment to come back in two years to review the program. The
vote was unanimous.

Howard: | think it would be worth coming back and if we could add to our recommendations that we
come back in a year or two to see where all the changes and what the effect has been on the quality
of the programs and the number of children served.

Cannon: | will accept that as a sunset.

Kimble: One or two years?

Howard: Two years.

Cannon: [I'll accept two years.

Mitchell: The motion made by Mr. Cannon to up a cap up to $400,000 with a friendly amendment
accepted by Mr. Cannon in two years we will come back and review the program.

Mitchell: To all the providers that are here, thank you for the work you do. It is not easy and | don’t
think you all get enough credit for what you do.

. High Growth Entrepreneur Strategy

Mitchell: The next topic is the Warren Cooksey Amendment and | say that in a very affectionate way
to Warren because if it wasn’t for his passion about entrepreneurship, | don’t think we would be here.
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Staff, you all have really picked up the ball and done a great job, but thanks to Warren for moving this
forward.

Richardson: Let me point you to an attachment in your packet. You've seen this several times
before, entitled Supporting Entrepreneurs and High Growth Enterprises. | will remind the Committee
that if you are ready, we are seeking a vote in action today to recommend this strategy to Council on
November 12,

VOTE: Motion was made by Mr. Cannon, seconded by Mr. Cooksey to refer the High Growth
Entrepreneur Strategy to Council for consideration at their November 12™" Council Business Meeting.
The vote was unanimous.

Cooksey: Brad, what has changed since we last saw this?

Richardson: We deferred action two weeks ago to let us spend two weeks trying to figure out the
answer to two questions, one is what will be the board makeup of the Charlotte Regional Foundation
for Entrepreneurism and Mr. Cooksey had a question about how the City’s crown might be
incorporated into the logo. Let me answer both of those and I'll set the context. This is one part of a
five part strategy and this is the only one you have not given verbal consent to. Once you get
comfortable with where we are on this funding arrangement, we think you’ve got enough information
to send it to full Council. Let’s talk first about the governance of the fund. The request has come for
a $500,000 Community Challenge Grant to be made to the Foundation for the Carolinas for the
purposes of supporting the High Growth Enterprise Entrepreneurial Eco System. That is a mouth full,
but it really means just organizations that support and grow high growth enterprises as defined on the
first page of the document. It can also be used for research, events, promotions and that kind of
thing so the point I’'m making is this money that you would approve would not be used for equity
investments in the companies.

Governance — held by the Foundation for the Carolinas, Paul Solitario, Dan Roselli, who are in the
audience today along with Natasha Warren, who talked about what would be the best practice for
make-up with the Foundation and with what is called Charlotte Entrepreneurial Alliance, they have
come down and recommended the following:

e Fund Advisory Council made up of a member of City Council, appointed by the Mayor, a
member of City staff appointed by the City Manager, four representatives from major donors,
four representatives from the entrepreneurial community and a regional economic developer

in the region.

Howard: | thought we said we wanted to avoid putting a member of Council on. Is that a member of
Council representative?

Richardson: A member of Council to be appointed by the Mayor.
Howard: Didn’'t we talk about something not having a member of Council on?

Mitchell: That was another because we wanted Cooksey.
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Richardson: The final point | will make is any member, and we talked about conflict of interest. That
was a big point | wanted to make so any member of the Board, particularly from the representatives
of the entrepreneurial community, will not seek grants from the fund. That is one of the things we
wanted to bring back to you to get you comfortable with. There was a question about this board being
really connected to the issues of the community so the group is recommending what is called a
Technical Review Panel. Those are made up of the organizations that may seek funding and we
wanted to get as close as we could to the ground, those who know the issues and problems of the
community. So they are the Technical Review Panel set up of the local entrepreneurial organizations
that will review grant applications to the fund and advise the Advisory Council that | just talked about.
One other change in this line you ought to know about is that we are proposing that a portion of our
$500,000 matching grant be used to prioritize some of the needs in the community. One of the things
we found and | think we’ve got agreement from most around the table that entrepreneurialism means
a lot of different things and involves a lot of different organizations. What we lack today perhaps is a
clear prioritization of what activity should the fund work toward in improving our community. The
Foundation for the Carolinas who will be receiving your grant has also agreed to match our match up
to $20,000 to fund a 60-day/90-day. In other words, not a long term, but a short term window of
time to really get folks in the room to prioritize the needs in the community to help the Advisory
Council make decisions about grant funding. We make that as a best practice in this case to inform
you of what we would do with funding.

To Mr. Cooksey’s question about how can the City’s crown be incorporated into the logo, the issue as |
recall was when this is out in the community being presented, how can we let the entrepreneurial
community and the world know that the City of Charlotte has capitalized this fund at such a level. The
answer is this; the corporate logo by policy can’t be attached and incorporated into another logo.
However, there is a lot of flexibility with regard to tagline such as CRFE, a partnership with the City of
Charlotte, funded by the City of Charlotte. You get the picture, corporate crown is not part of the logo
and that would be against our graphic design and Corporate Communication’s policies that you've
probably adopted at some point in the past, but we want to work with you Mr. Cooksey if he is your
representative of the board would be involved in the decisions about how to incorporate the logo with
a tagline.

Mitchell: If they do a banquet, can you have our City of Charlotte and their logo on the same piece of
paper?

Richardson: Yes, in the actual design of the logo, using that graphic to embed the crown within, but
certainly they could appear side by side.

Cooksey: The intent of the question and the intent today is not to solve that issue, it was simply was
to go ahead and get ahead of it before Council took some final action and have a sense of where to

go.
Howard: Did the Charlotte Jewel organization incorporate our logo in their logo?

Cooksey: The COP took that out and they were correctly informed that they could not. They first
drafted that in there but it is no longer. They have a different crown now.
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Mitchell: 1 don’t want to tie the Mayor’s hands, but | would like if the Committee is comfortable, to
make a recommendation that Warren Cooksey serve as the appointee for City Council. I'm sensitive

to the Mayor’s appointees, but | just think from a continuity standpoint, Warren has been out there
and worked and there is a tremendous respect of everyone in the community with entrepreneurs and
would hate to lose that as we move forward. Committee, if you all are okay with that, would someone
make the recommendation to include that?

Cannon: | will include it as part of my motion and Cooksey seconded it.

Mitchell: Everyone in favor of Mr. Cannon’s recommendation, let it be known by saying I. The vote
was recorded as unanimous.

Kimble: This will be on the November 12" Council Agenda for action.

Cannon: Ron, when we were in New York, one of the things we had an opportunity to do was to go to
Brooklyn and observe what one entity was doing in the way of help they were providing to
entrepreneurs. One of the things they happen to have was a clearing house, particularly for those
persons who were in start-up businesses or already existing businesses to be able to call upon to say
I'm in the market for someone who has a background in purchasing or another related field. That is
something that we don’t have in the way of best practice here. I'm not exactly certain what we can
do about that, but it seemed to work very, very well for that market place and could very well help
here because | always have a lot of folks calling to ask where they can find different people, but for
trying to put an ad in the newspaper somewhere. If you have any thoughts about that, I'd be
interested in us taking a look at that kind of thing at some point in the future, just to kind of study
what they have and see how we might be able to tweak that such that it fits Charlotte. Is that
possible?

Kimble: Why don’'t we go back with a contact to Corporate, get their model and take a look at it and
see what it is exactly and how it might fit.

Cannon: It is a great tool and it is awesome what they are doing and they are state-funded by the
way.

Kimble: They kind of get what they want in New York City because of who they are.

Mitchell: | would love to see that information and read up on it since | wasn’t privileged enough to
join the trip.

1. Carolina Theatre
Mitchell: Ms. Kinsey, | do not want you to be very quiet on this. We appreciate your expertise.

Kinsey: Thank you, | appreciate that.
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Kimble: Many of you went on the tour and | think that was beneficial to those who went. This is an
update today, no decision today, come back on the 15" of November with additional information and
I'll let Brad kind of walk you through the additional information and you know that we’ve received one
more purchase offer and we wouldn’t call that a proposal and the Committee is going to have to give
us some direction on what you would like for us to do with that.

Richardson: There are three goals for a ten-minute discussion. It will probably be a little bit longer,
but we’ve got plenty of time. | want to sort of inform or remind the Committee where we are today
and options for disposing of public property. | want to have the underpinning secure before we go
down any further.

I want to talk about historic renovation versus historic restoration. We’'ve got a couple slides that
Peter will walk you through to illustrate and | think that will be helpful. | want to have you discuss, as
Ron mentioned, the ... offer from our group. Noah Lazes is in the room as well. Finally, just all of that
will help us get prepared for a November 15™ meeting we’'d planned a longer discussion that day.
First of all, you toured the theatre to dispose of the asset and I'll give you the three options that our
City Attorney’s Office has shared with us to remind you of. We’ve got a couple options. One is to sell
the theatre through an upset bid process with no conditions at all. That is sort of maximizing revenue.
We don’t care what happens to the theatre, we just sell it for the highest price through an upset bid
process.

The second option is an upset bid process with conditions to preserve the theatre. Probably get less
money for it in this context, but that is another option. The one that we have been working with is
the third option which is a negotiated private sale for a demonstrated public benefit or public purpose.
We discount the land; we need to show by State Statute a public purpose that allowed us to do that.

Cannon: What would be the big difference between that and two where you would have a condition
where you could still almost tweak it today?

Richardson: The condition sets up a formal upset bid process where you establish a price and there is
a certain amount of time and a percentage increase required to upset the bid. It is a formal process, |
don’t want to say less formal, but it is a little bit of a different nuance when you negotiate with a
private offer for a public purpose. The public purpose in this case, just to be clear, and we’'ve tested
this at several levels; it is community development through preservation of an old building. You
noticed | didn’t say the word “historic” in there so it is important, preservation of an old building is a
public purpose. It doesn’'t prescribe that it has to be restored to any certain level and that is where
we want you to discuss among yourselves at some point. Now that you have seen inside of the
building and seen the site, do you want to require a certain level of restoration? You certainly can as a
local governing board.

Howard: That was a question | had a couple meetings ago and I'm not sure because | don’t feel
educated enough to say what those different levels are. Going up that continuum are there different
levels and who is the expert on those?

Richardson: That is the second point, so that is the first thing | wanted to accomplish. Three options
— you are currently going down path #3 for a public purpose which is restoration of the building and
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you can set standards. To your question, you can establish what you want the building to look like in
the end. You sell with a condition that the building be restored to a certain level. We are like you and
this is where | have Peter stand up and begin to walk you through a couple slides that demonstrate
what we mean. | mentioned historic restoration versus historic renovation. Those are my words and
are not really ... say the difference. We would propose if you'd like to go do some research in the next
couple of weeks with a person like Dan Morrill, Historic Landmarks Commission to understand what
level of restoration might be achievable, might meet the local historic preservation guidelines and it
might qualify for a Certificate of appropriateness.

Cannon: That may or may not be a good or bad idea. What concerns me is that if we utilize someone
with this level of expertise, which is good expertise, | can hear someone else asking for a second
opinion, potentially saying can we get another play on this or create some other balance because
sometimes some things can be a little bit more extreme in the way of what we get back. Then
sometimes it may be a little bit more conservative opinion we might like so | just don’t know if that
gets us to where we need to be and what | don’t want to do is string this thing out for a very long
time and that is what | could foresee happening through a process like that. How long has this been
on the block, two years Meg says for the record, but longer than that?

Richardson: We agree that we don’t think this lengthens out the time. What we would illustrate to
you we think there is a way to renovate the theatre if you desire a period 1920s, 1930s without a
complete restoration and we talked about this when we toured the theatre. What types of new
technology and building materials and processes could replicate the look without spending the kinds of
money and that is why we cued up some slides if you are interested, to show you an example of a
1920s building.

Cannon: That would be awesome. The one thing that | would be comfortable with is still knowing
there is someone in the market and | believe there is probably someone in the marketplace that would
be up for wanting to go in and acquire the facility to build it out. The one thing we don’t want to do is
shun any interest away at all. If what we are about to see is in your opinion is something that would
help to not take us over the edge, but still keep us on, I'm interested in maybe taking a look at that.

Howard: My feeling is a little different. The only reason we even have this conversation at all is
because the theatre is there and if preserving the theatre to some level is not the first thing then why
do we even bother with it. That should be the first thing going back towards getting money because if
not, why even bother with the building. | know we’ve got to balance and I'm not saying balance I'm
just saying the first priority would have to be the building as that is the only reason why we are sitting
here. That is why | keep wondering who. | don’t want to prolong it either, but | don’t want to turn
around in a year and hate that we didn’'t spend a little bit more time on detail either because it is a
really cool building. Again, maybe we should just go through the slides, but I do continue to wonder
who decides what restoration level it is. If it is not a local person, it should be somebody that helps us
understand what is possible.

Cannon: | think you are right. | don’t think we are far away at all in terms of where we are on this
matter, listening to you speak. In as much as we have the Dan Morrill’s of the world, we have some
people here | think locally that have been engaged in these types of ventures who could give us that
kind of feedback that | think you are talking about to get us to that level of preservation and still that
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level of private sector engagement to bring about any other opportunities that might present
themselves. 1 think we ought to welcome those people to the table to kind of parlay off of the Dan
Morrill of the world if that makes any sense.

Mumford: There is an economic component to this. If somebody wants to come in and do a period
restoration and put a lot of money into the building then they are going to ask themselves, “How | am
going to get paid back for that”. What is the use of the building that generates the revenue to offset
the expenditure? You can go from an adaptive reuse, much like The Mills. The Mills were originally
built for mill work and now they are going to be apartments. It preserves the building but it changes
the use of the building to allow some revenue to come in to offset the expenditure. That is one
starting point, adaptive reuse all the way up to period full restoration and the discussion that we
would like for you all to have is going to give us direction really on use, its public purpose, what is that
proposed use because that determines the revenue that can come from the use of the building. Itis a
little bit different than just going to Dan Morrill to talk about short preservation all by itself. | think
you have to really look at the economic component too.

Richardson: With that maybe this will help and I'll ask Peter to move here and talk about an example
that might help.

Zeiler: What | would like to do is take you through a project that was done in Detroit, Michigan that
represents what really can be done with a Certificate of Appropriateness as established by the
Secretary of Interior. A little bit of background, the Secretary of Interior has established standards for
historic rehabilitation and in order to get federal tax credits, you must meet those standards and the
way you are certified as meeting those standards is usually the local Landmarks Commission, in
connection with the State Historic Preservation Office issue what is called a Certificate of
Appropriateness. That does give you a fair amount of wiggle room within the federal guidelines
standards that says you don’'t have to do an exact paint brush by paint brush restoration of exactly
how the project was originally. This does give you latitude for interpretation and what | want to do is
take you through a series of three slides, one that shows a ballroom as it was originally configured,
what it looked like after it had been abandoned for 30 years and then what was issue a Certificate of
Appropriateness and allowed this project to get close to about $45 million in historic tax credits. This
can give you a sense that if we go for the Secretary of Interior Certificate of Appropriateness gives
you an idea of what kind of restoration you could expect.

Mitchell: Those historic tax credits, is that at the federal level?
Zeiler: There are state and federal historic tax credits that can work in conjunction with each other.
Mitchell: Do we know how much is at the State level and how much they allocate?

Zeiler: | don’t think there is an allocation but there is a, | believe, 15% for state tax credits; 15% of
eligible costs so typically your construction costs.

Mitchell: Is the federal level the same?





Economic Development Committee

Meeting Summary for November 1, 2012
Page 16

Zeiler: The federal level is 20%. This is the Book Cadillac Hotel built in 1924 and there are four
elements | want to take you through quickly that illustrate what happens. First of all take a look at
the ceiling. You will notice that the ceiling has the square, the sort of rectangle with two circles in it.
It has been silver- leafed. That is what this dark color is up here. You will notice down the sides there
are these really complex geometric patterns and if you look at this trim work here, it is full of
medallions and filigree and all sorts of stuff. Then you look down here at the floor, oak parquet. If
you look over here at the columns, you will notice there are four different elements. There are mirrors
that have pane effect to them; there is this cladding on the column that sits here with this filigree up
top. There is an element that has sort of a draping garment effect and then you have all this work
around the side. You will also notice the fourth element, there are these Juliet baloneys. Each one of
these Juliet baloneys has a hallway behind it and can seat six people so you can come at your dinner
table and watch all the folks doing their little ballroom dancing down below. The ceiling, the columns,
the floor and then the Juliet baloneys.

Mitchell: There is a request from the Committee to do a site visit.

Zeiler: This was actually the tallest hotel in the world when it was built in 1924 and after 30 years of
being abandoned and water penetration, you can see that the ceiling has completely collapsed down
to the floor. You can see the Juliet baloneys are still in place, folks have stripped out all of the
columns and this is what the ballroom looks like today. Now notice it doesn’t look exactly the same
and what happens is when you have this level of degradation, the Secretary of Interior standards and
the local folks giving you a Certificate of Appropriateness allow you and your designers to be flexible.
So you will notice the ceiling has not been silver-leafed, you will notice you still have the two circles
and the rectangle, but all that complex geometric stuff is gone. You've been allowed to put in
recessed lighting; you don’t have the same level of filigree. Notice you didn’t have to reinstall an oak
parquet floor; you can go with a carpeted floor which tends to be a little bit quieter and up to modern
markets. Remember that the columns were fairly complex.

Mayfield: What is this facility being used for now?
Zeiler: This is a conference and banquet facility. This is the main ballroom and a restored the hotel.

Mayfield: It is still the original space and the original square footage they started with, whereas what
we are talking about there has been partial construction so we don’t’ have the same original square
footage that we were looking at? Would that be a factor if we were to look at that funding since we
are not looking at the original square footage?

Zeiler: Because it is already missing it would not factor into any tax credits that would happen.
Typically your locals, the State Historic Preservation Office and the Secretary of Interior understand
when things have been modified, so the fact that the back end of the building has been sliced off may
impact whether you can get a national historic designation, but it wouldn't impact a Certificate of
Appropriateness.

Kinsey: The theatre itself is intact. The back that was sliced off was not part of the film theatre. The
room that we see now is basically the same and the balcony.
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Zeiler: In this example, the ballrooms are in their original locations; lobbies have been moved to
different floors. There has been an addition added to the building that has a swimming pool and a
parking deck so those sorts of things are allowable and still can get you a historic tax credit. To
quickly wrap up, you will notice other things like, remember we had fairly complicated columns; they
are now just replaced with some simple trims. The wall sconce and contrasting paint. Even the Juliet
balconies are still in place, but if you look carefully, there is a wall right behind here. These have been
closed off for access. You can’t sit in them, you can’t use them but they are still there as part of the
main design element. As part of the reconfiguration of the building, they needed to reconfigure or
build a new hallway to allow people to access a new kitchen. As part of the reconfiguration as you
were talking about what happened to portions of the building that are missing, you can still
reconfigure the public space inside as long as you are doing some of these historic elements here.
While it looks the same and has the same feel, this sort of flexibility allowed the developer to come in
and say what level of trend can | get to you, what level of decoration can | get to you that will
replicate the feel without having to be well this plaster cast has to be replicated a hundred times so all
of this up here is actually painted PVC. When you watch something like “This Old House” where they
have machined down plastics or fiberglass to replicate wood because it is less expensive and much
faster to go up, the same sort of treatment here on the side.

Richardson: You heard a couple of things, certified on a National Historic Register. We don’t think the
theatre could achieve that or we wouldn't recommend that as a requirement because it is very
expensive, but we did identify that there is something called a Certificate of Appropriateness and that
is the purpose of doing this. There is flexibility within that designation and that is why we suggest if
you like us to go down that path, if you care or are concerned about the period restoration, that is a
way to get there and get some direction to the purchaser.

Mitchell: Do we have the total cost to do this?

Zeiler: The entire project, and keep in mind it was 590,000 square feet, over 1,100 hotel rooms so it
is bigger than the uptown Westin and included a parking deck and an addition. The entire project was
about $195 million. Given the scope and the scale that number is not out of control, but | don’t know
what the price was for individual rooms.

Mitchell: Thanks Peter and | will say this and David kind of brought it home on the tour that he can
remember actually going to the movies at the Carolina Theatre. I never will forget what Patsy told me
one time, she said I'm sick and tired of tearing down things in Charlotte and not keeping our history
and this really has a lot of historic significance to a lot of us in the City of Charlotte.

Kinsey: This is the only theatre left uptown. | have told some of you all this but | have been involved
with historic preservation/restoration since the late 60s and I've been involved with a lot of buildings
and have taken a lot of courses. I've studied with the late Bob Stiles who did all of the preservation
legislation for North Carolina and much of what was done around the country. | know a little bit about
this. I'm not an architect so I’'m not certified for any of that. | would hope that whoever wins the
Carolina Theatre that they would work with an architect who has some experience with this. | am old,
but I do not remember when this theatre was built so it does outdate me. | guess | say that to say
that I’'m very hopeful that the theatre will be restored. Much of it is preserved already, but taking it
back to 1926 is not of great interest to me because | never saw in 1926 except through pictures. |
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personally don’t care for this and | don’t think it looks like the original at all. | would hope that we
would put enough conditions in whatever agreement that we make that would allow or encourage the
new owner to treat it with historical respect and use it in an appropriate manner. It was a
performance place so it had live music when it was first built and of course it was converted to film. |
think the acoustics in there are very good, structurally it is sound, no leaking roof, so | think it would
be very adaptable to those kinds of uses in the future in addition to | guess whatever the new owner
would wish to use it for. | have told anybody that has been interested in the theatre that | just simply
can’t support something that doesn’t honor the architectural history of the theatre. | understand that
you don’t have to go back and put plaster up, | totally understand that. | guess the tiny bit of
experience | have working with architects has taught me that but there is an awful lot there and I
don’t know if you all have gotten any e-mails or phone calls, but I'm getting phone calls from out of
state encouraging us to move ahead with this so there is a lot of enthusiasm out there. I'm excited
because an awful lot of people have been working on this a long time.

Howard: Patsy, from your expertise, is there a level beyond? What did you call this, this is restored
to period?

Richardson: A period restoration acceptable by a local Historic Landmarks Commission and certified.
Howard: Peter that is what this was, certified the period?

Zeiler: Yes, receive a Certificate of Appropriateness even though it wasn’t the piece by piece detail by
detail.

Howard: What is the next level up? Is there anything between this and total restoration, or is that
just negotiated?

Zeiler: The way it works the Secretary of Interior has established the standards and gives you a
certain amount of leeway and that is the minimum threshold. This developer could have it, they
wanted to go beyond but there is no certification. There is no additional bonus for doing that so what
you are looking for is the Certificate of Appropriateness. It is the base threshold for what is
acceptable to the local Commission and State Commission if you are going for a state tax credit and to
the federal level if you are going for a federal tax credit.

Howard: Do we have any pictures of the Carolina Theatre? What I’'m trying to get at is, for instance,
is where the balconies used to be. That molding is still over the top? Who decides if that is in good
condition or not? | don’t know if I just want to come back one day and the developer says well we
decided to take that down, it was too hard and we just went back with this. It would be nice to have
an assessment of at least what we think it could be restored. That is what I've been trying to ask. If
it is not Dan Morrill, then who is it that tells us you ought to be able to do that and not leave it to
expect us to put it in writing? Do the best you can and then we see what that is when it is done.

Kinsey: I've got information. | told you all to go in my office and use my Carolina Theatre book
anytime you wanted to and nobody took me up on it. There are some suggestions in there. They are
not recent, but there is an organization, the Theatre Preservation Society that had all of that work
done.
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Howard: It is almost like we need to know before because in our agreement to sell, you've got to
spell that out so we don’t sue each other over what the spirit and what our thoughts were.

Kinsey: If you look at this, you might be able to get an idea of that, | don’t know.

Zeiler: The Charlotte-Mecklenburg Historic Landmarks Commission would use the Secretary of
Interior’'s standards to do an assessment of the building and kind of give feedback to any potential
developer on what they would find acceptable and not acceptable to issue a Certificate of
Appropriateness. Because it is a locally designated building, they would be the legal authority that
says yes you've done some amount of this, that is acceptable to us and we yes you have done enough
to consider this a historic renovation.

Cooksey: Since we are talking about a theatre, | will look at it this way. The entire world is a stage,
the men and women in it are players and we have our entrances and our exits and our line to say. |
think my line to say on this entire topic is like several people in the room, even before I was on
Council when | was just sitting in on Council meetings and seeing proposals for this come and I've
seen them go and | don’t feel the frustration as deeply as Ms. Kinsey. Where I'm going with this is
having seen so many ideas come and go on this, whatever we do, however we go forward, whatever
conditions we put on it, let us at least learn a lesson from recent history and please give all potential
purchasers far more than enough time to investigate every aspect so that once a sale closes, we don’t
see them again until they beamingly invite us to the ribbon cutting.

Kinsey: | think that would be unanimous, but going back to what Peter said. | understand what you
are saying, but that is minimum and | would like for us to go beyond. | think whoever buys it will
want to get those tax credits and | would absolutely support that, but | don’t know and some of it may
be discussions ahead of time.

Mitchell: Let me make a suggestion Committee and we are all on the same page. Patsy did offer for
us to look at her book and | will need to take you up on that before November 15™. Peter and staff,
can you call give us a copy of the Secretary of Interior standards?

Zeiler: Secretary of Interior Guidelines for Historic Restoration Standards.

Mitchell: If you can give us that, | think it would be helpful for us to at least get familiar with the
language. Is it that big? How many pages is it?

Zeiler: It is thick.
Kinsey: | don’t think you want a copy of that.
Mitchell: | guess all of it pertaining to the standards for historic, of Certificate of Appropriateness.

Zeiler: The Certificate of Appropriateness is when it is used to certify that you have met the Secretary
of Interior’s standards.
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Howard: They need to negotiate with Patsy as far as I’'m concerned. | was trying to figure out if
there is another level going up to continual; you've done one of these.

Mumford: Yes, but I'm not going down that path. We could get a consultant; there are people that
are trained to do preservation and architectural reconstruction all the time. We could get somebody,
but we will have to search and see who the appropriate groups are to give us minimum middle ground
maximum preservation. What are the costs associated with that, what does that look like because
today none of us are trained in that depth to respond adequately to the question. There would be
some costs to that and we don’t know what that is today, we’ll have to research it. If you would like
us to do that, we can come back with people that have the capability to give us good information.

Howard: It is way too early to ask this, but any idea of what that adds to the process as far as time?

Mumford: | don’'t know. We are not asking somebody to come in and do a full set of construction
documents, we are asking somebody to come in assess the building that understands that volume of
language on the Secretary of Interior and then do the rest of the analysis, giving us options and
general cost for that.

Kinsey: Has any thought been given to getting anybody here from Durham? They redid the Carolina
Theatre there. Greensboro has redone theirs. | know that Durham originally used Hardy Holsman,
but they are a New York firm and they are now split. |1 don't know who they went to after that and |
don’t know who did Greensboro, but maybe a phone call would help and there might be somebody a
little closer. | have some information that somebody just sent me recently that I'm happy to share
their consultant, but they are not from around here.

Kimble: We have two weeks until November 15". We could make some initial inquiries and bring
back the results of those inquiries at your November 15" meeting.

Cannon: | will conclude with this piece and | thought Mr. Cooksey was about to say it, but | want to
go where Patsy is suggesting. What | don’t want to do is over ask where in the past we’ve tried to
engage and we heard time and time again for whatever reason certain people couldn't make the
numbers work, taking you back down a path that you don’t want to go back down Mr. Mumford. We
have sort of been there and done that. | want the ask to be made, but | think the ask should be
made within reason as to what a developer can produce with as much that can be kept and/or
preserved/restored as best we can make that happen. | think doing otherwise or asking otherwise
probably keeps it on our hands for another ten, 20, 30 or 40 years, but again as far as we can push
the envelope, let’'s do that where it is not going to make business sense for it to happen. Let's be
conscious of that as well.

Richardson: We’'ve gotten direction from you on doing some local research in the state about historic
theatres and some other ways of explaining. The third thing | want to talk about is we are operating
under a Council referral to the Committee to evaluate two proposals that were received in the spring
of last year. As you know, we have now received a third letter of interest and a purchase offer from
the ARK Group. We sent that out to you earlier this week and we needed some direction from you on
how you would like to address that third offer.
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Mitchell: In my mind, we were operating as if there was a deadline that was issued in May for an RFP
and you all corrected me because there never was a deadline but there was a proposal the Foundation
wanted to submit to us. | got a call last week that the ARK Group has submitted a proposal and that
is what is in front of us today, dated October 24" from Noah Lazes. Committee, we've got to give
staff direction. Do we allow them to go back to Noah and then submit a formal proposal to us and
then with a deadline come back to us November 15™.

Howard: | want to ask the City Attorney’s advice on how we deal with this. It seems to be a fairness
issue in there somewhere that if we start saying we will add this one that stops us from having
somebody else before we should have just stopped and done some type of process. Where are we in
the legal world?

Schleunes: | think the answer isn’t really a legal one. You have within in your purview the ability to
do it in any one of the suggested ways that Brad articulated earlier. What you do have which is a little
bit unique, you have the ability to do a negotiated private sale and gain. It is your decision whether or
not you choose to go down that path. The fairness issue is one you probably want to discuss, but it is
not one that impacts your legal authority to take the action you want to take with respect to the

property.

Howard: Which one of those three processes do we consider ourselves to be in right now, which is the
negotiated one?

Richardson: We are not doing an upset bid process formerly; we are doing a negotiated private sale.
Howard: It feels like an upset bid process to me. To me negotiated #3 says that you are working with
one person. Does that legally mean that you could work with two or three people to figure that out or
should you have done just an upset bid process, or a negotiated upset bid process? Can #3 be
negotiated with three or four people?

Richardson: | think the answer is yes, you could negotiate with as many entities. From a logistical
standpoint, you make a good point. You may have other offers made within the next two weeks or

longer, but that is just part of the negotiation process.

Kinsey: 1 just want to make sure | understand. If we ask for a formal proposal from Noah, would that
trigger the upset bid process? | didn’t hear you say that just then.

Richardson: That is what I'm saying.

Kinsey: 1 just wanted to make sure | was clear on that.

Howard: And you agree with Brad, the Attorney?

Mitchell: | see no problem; Noah presented more of a formal sales negotiation. | think it is only fair

that if we want to get his proposal, what he will actually do and bring that back to us just so we can
compare apples to apples. The other two entities have really given us a proposal.
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Howard: Then the question to me would be office building or not, if it is just entertainment. Is it
zoned for that already? All those other things that would come into play. | think from what I read it
is more fully entertainment. I'm just asking for things to be answered if that is the route we go. |
don’t know if I’'m against it. | kind of had my mind made up on the other two so this just kind of
throws a wrinkle into it.

Richardson: It is zoned UMUD so it can be entertainment only, entertainment mixed-used. | don't
think Mr. Lazes’ proposal speculated that it would be purely entertainment only. | think it was a
market rate bill so | think what you see in front of you is his offer and the difference between an offer
and a proposal. You will recall that both the Foundation and CMP Carolina presented a proposal that
talked about not only what they would pay for, but they got fairly specific, given some conditions
about the market on the final use of the property. | presented that to you at your request and both of
those parties were available in the room to take questions so perhaps if you are going down that path,
that may be a solution to keep it equitable is that Mr. Lazes would work with us to submit a proposal
for use, what the end use might be and he would present that to you on the November 15" and he
would be available to take questions. We also plan to have the other two proposers attend the
November 15" meeting based upon the directions you give us today.

Howard: Really what I'm asking is that neither one of the uses that | heard before had a strong
entertainment component; at least | didn’t feel like it did. | think Zoning generally takes into account
its effect on its neighbors. 1 told Mr. Lazes walking in, | went over during the media party during the
DNC and it is incredible what he has done over there at the Music Factory and | had no idea. There is
some really nice entertainment going on and I'm saying in my mind music and the vibration with the
building beside it and just taking into consideration how all of that works together if it is an
entertainment facility. The Foundation has a lot of art and that kind of stuff, vibration means a lot in
those old buildings, what it would mean, if that is what you are talking about. It may be just a
restaurant, | don’'t know but the entertainment thing adds another ... if that is what the primary use of
that facility would become.

Richardson: That is what we would propose that the use of the site, not just the theatre, but the full
site. | heard that was Mr. Mitchell's suggestion.

Cannon: One of the things | would probably want to get some clarity on, we have been talking about
a non-profit piece of all of this on the staging and all of that with the theatre. We do, | think, need to
be conscious of if there is a for-profit side to this. The one thing we don’t want to have is the City be
on the hook for the non-profit side, particularly if that does happen. What is going on throughout the
country, you see a lot of these have been done over and they’ve been sort of non-profit and if this is
to be for-profit, we need to make sure we get some level of understanding through the process of
what it is going to be. 1 think that has some sort of play off of how it is going to be utilized because
there has to be an appetite for a person interested in the accusation to be able to enjoy a bottom line
that is going to be in the positive and not the negative. In terms of an RFP versus dealing with one
individual, if a person or an entity decides to submit something to us they can do so, but we can
counter offer with conditions, or put into a process of a bundle. I'm sort of flexible either way and I'm
not opposed to either one of those.
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Kimble: Normally I would absolutely agree and each one of these proposals you are going to get to
evaluate the strength of either the for-profit or the strength of the non-profit entity, and you have a
very strong non-profit entity who has demonstrated past performance and you have one for-profit
who has demonstrated before and you’ve kind of got another one who has had the property for seven
or eight years and so you get to evaluate all of that as a Council when you decide who you want to
negotiate the private sector.

Cannon: It is a different animal, | agree.

Mitchell: Staff, the only thing | want to say is | want us to be very clear about that. If we know
anybody out there who has a remote chance of wanting to submit a proposal, let’'s herd them in now
and let them know November 15" we want to see all of the proposals. What | don’t want to do is we
get down the road on November 15" and then we have someone from Durham or Greensboro say we
would like to do it too. | know it is tough on you guys and | don’t know how we communicate that but
it would be nice that on November 15" we can have everybody’s proposal here.

Kinsey: | was going to suggest a deadline.

Kimble: We know the proposals of the two that have come in and it is kind of an all-in and | would
ask Mr. Lazes if this is a pure private venture or is there any public/private participation and
partnership that they are thinking about and if they are they have to put that on the table now also.

Mitchell: Noah, thank you for being here and we will allow you when you make your proposal to do
the Q&A to be fair to you because we did the same thing for Foundations for the Carolinas and CMP
Carolina Theatre LLC. We will allow you that conversation on November 15" here at noon.

Kinsey: Thank you for letting me be here, I've been the thorn in the flesh I know.
Kimble: She is our artistic entrepreneur.

Mitchell: Staff, we have the questions about this meeting effort. Committee, the staff is going to send
those to us in a memo and we will put it on our agenda for November 15" to have the full discussion
because | think you had a piece about why some of the Good Faith Effort things want to go away. Mr.
Cannon had some questions. Brad, do you want to send out the memo on Friday?

Richardson: Absolutely, we will have it in your packet tomorrow and | would question whether we
would have time on the 15™ to do a deep dive. We will provide you tomorrow the justification
document that you asked for about the 11 GFEs. Our next time before you with a large block of time
is the following meeting on December 6 so | would recommend if it is okay with you to give you the
information tomorrow, tackle the Carolina Theatre and maybe one or two other items and then on
December 6" dive deep into the SBO Program.

Mitchell: Angela sent these to me. Do you remember the dates for the SBO town hall meetings? |
know these folks are going to get busy in December.
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Richardson: We just confirmed those and we will send them out to your calendars if Robin does not
have them, but it is two days prior to your first meeting in December, which is December 4™ in the
morning and December 5 in the evening.

Mitchell: Committee, do you hear that? December 4™ from 9:00a.m. to noon and December 5" from
6:00p.m. to 8:00p.m. and that is the public forum to talk about our new program.

Richardson: That is for interested business owners or prime contractors to learn more about the
program. You are not required by the way.

Mitchell: You need to be there on the 4" from 9:00a.m. to noon and on the 5" from 6:00p.m. to
8:00p.m.

Cooksey: | will not be in attendance at the November 15™ meeting. I've got a League of Municipalities
Board meeting that day and the day after.

Mitchell: We have an issue on the 15" with Councilmember Cooksey and Councilmember Howard. He
is traveling and will not be back here by noon.

Cooksey: | probably won’t be back in Charlotte until the 19™. It is in Emerald Isle and | have family
at the coast so | may as well take advantage of that.

Mitchell: Do we have a Council Meeting on the 19'?

Kimble: Yes, Zoning.

Mitchell: Can we do November 19" at noon?

Kimble: We will tentatively set that and check the other Committee calendars.

Mitchell: | want to do it that Monday because Thanksgiving is that Thursday and people will need that
Wednesday so I'm scared to go to the 20" or 21°t.

Kimble: It will be on November 19" at noon unless you hear differently from us.
Mitchell: Because of the work schedule, can we do 11:30a.m. on November 19"?

Cooksey: There is an Environment Committee that day at 3:00p.m. so we know that there is one
meeting already.

Kimble: Okay, 11:30a.m. on the 19" unless you hear otherwise.

Adjourned: 1:45p.m.





Economic Development Council Committee
November 1, 2012 at Noon
Room CH-14

Committee Members: James Mitchell, Chair
Patrick Cannon, Vice Chair
Warren Cooksey
David Howard
LaWana Mayfield

Staff Resource: Ron Kimble, Deputy City Manager

AGENDA

1. OUT OF SCHOOL TIME RFP — 30 minutes
Staff: Tom Warshauer, Neighborhood & Business Services
Action: The Committee will continue its discussion of the City’s Out of School Time RFP process, with
action requested on establishing a per agency maximum funding cap. Staff will also be available to
answer any questions regarding the RFP document and process. If the Committee is ready, staff will
seek a referral to Council for consideration of funding changes at the November 26" Council Business
Meeting.

. HIGH GROWTH ENTREPRENEUR STRATEGY — 30 minutes
Staff: Brad Richardson, Neighborhood & Business Services
Action: As part of a broader discussion on a high growth entrepreneur strategy, staff will provide
information related to the request for the City’s financial participation in the Charlotte Regional
Foundation for Entrepreneurship (CRFE). Staff will share the proposed structure of the CRFE advisory
board and the suggested criteria for evaluating grant requests from the CRFE, as developed by the
Charlotte Entrepreneur Alliance. If the Committee is ready, staff will seek a referral to Council for
consideration at the November 12" Council Business Meeting.

1. CAROLINA THEATRE — 10 minutes
Staff: Brad Richardson, Neighborhood & Business Services
Action: In preparation for a November 15 Committee discussion on the potential sale of the Carolina
Theatre, staff will seek direction from the Committee on any information desired from either CMP
Carolina Theatre, LLC or the Foundation for the Carolinas. No action required.

V. NEXT MEETING DATE: November 15, 2012 at Noon, Room CH-14
Tentative Schedule:
e Carolina Theatre
e Business Investment Program Revisions
e CityPark Infrastructure Reimbursement Agreement

Distribution: Mayor/City Council Curt Walton, City Manager Leadership Team Executive Team





Economic Development Committee Meeting
November 1, 2012

Update on Questions from October 4 and 18, 2012 Economic Development Committee Meetings

1. The following table summarizes information requested at the October 18, 2012 Economic Development Committee meeting, including the
percentage of program budget funded by City and the number of students served. Also included are examples of potential requests from

providers not currently funded.

9 FY14 M
Currently Funded FY13 FY13 % of . ax Max based on Max based on
. Budgetis | # Students | based on 66%
Programs Program Current City . 50% of Program | 33% of Program
Budget Fundin City Served of Program Budget Budget
g & funding Budget & &

Bethlehem Center 351,546 170,357 48% 100 232,020 175,773 116,010
CMS ASEP 14,960,621 350,012 2% 150 9,874,010 7,480,311 4,937,005
Greater Enrichment Program 865,192 605,854 70% 345 571,027 432,596 285,513
Police Activities League 404,145 282,145 69% 165 266,736 202,073 133,368
St. Paul Baptist Church - Belmont Site 70,476 70,476 100% 48 46,514 35,238 23,257
YWCA 951,568 158,826 16% 265 628,035 475,784 314,017

TOTAL 17,603,548 1,637,670 1,073 11,618,342 8,801,775 5,809,17

FY13 % of FY14 Max FY 15 Max
. FY13 Budget # Students | based on 33% based on 33%
Examples of Potential FY14 Requests Program
Budget Requested | Requested Served of Program of Program
g from City Budget Budget

?;E"LdL')”g Educated Leaders for Life 816,755 816,755 | 100% 240 269,529 269,529
First Baptist Church-West Community 435,000 66,320 |  15% 155 143,550 143,550
Services Association
Smart Start Early Childhood Learning 312,940 312,940 |  100% 100 103,270 103,270
and Development Center

TOTAL 1,564,695 1,196,015 495 516,349 516,349






2. The following information summarizes the Committee’s request to be made aware of the Out of School Time Financial Partners’ locations,

program hours, Council districts and upcoming events.

Program: Bethlehem Center

Program Director: Tamisha Williams, 704-641-0326

Site Name Site Address Lead Teacher Contact # Program Hours Council
District
Bethlehem Center - 2705 Baltimore Ave. Dearrine Morrow 704-299-8745 2:00-6:00 PM 3
School Age Mon-Fri
Southside - School Age 2617 Baltimore Ave. Shanetra Holliday 704-441-1199 2:00-6:00 PM 3
Mon-Fri
Teen Program 2711 Norfolk Ave. Dearrine Morrow 704-299-8745 5:30-8:30 PM 3
Shanetra Holliday 704-441-1199 Mon-Thurs

Event

Date/Time

Location

Audience

Thanksgiving - Turkey
Handouts

Nov. 19 8:30-6:00 PM

2705 Baltimore Ave.

Out of School Time
Program Families

After School
Thanksgiving
Celebration

Nov. 20 4:30-5:30 PM

2705 Baltimore Ave.

Out of School Time
Program Families






Program: CMS ASEP

Program Director: Colette Jeffries, 980-343-5570

Site Name Site Address Site Coordinator Contact # Program Hours Council
District
Albermarle Road Elem. 7800 Riding Trail Rd. Ms. Toney 980-343-6414 2:45-6:00 PM 5
Froneberger Mon-Fri
Druid Hills Elem. 2801 Lucena St. Vanessa Coffey 980-343-5515 2:45-6:00 PM 1
Mon-Fri
Hidden Valley Elem. 5100 Snow White Ln. Celina Thompson 980-343-6810 2:45-6:00 PM 4
Mon-Fri
Pinewood Elem. 805 Seneca Place LaShell Laughlin 980-343-0593 2:45-6:00 PM 6
Mon-Fri
Ranson Middle 5850 Statesville Rd. Wanda Williams 980-343-6800 ext. 257 3:00-6:00 PM )
Mon-Fri
Sedgefield Elem. 715 Hartford Ave. Ms. Baseemah Azim | 980-343-5826 2:45-6:00 PM 1
Mon-Fri
Sedgefield Middle 2700 Dorchester PI. LaTanya Johnson 980-343-5840 4:00-6:00 PM 1
Mon-Fri
Winterfield Elem. 3100 Winterfield PI. Annie Fiadjigbe 980-343-6400 2:00-6:00 PM 5
Mon-Fri
Event Date/Time Location(s) Audience
Harvey Gantt Center Nov. 16, 4PM Sedgefield Middle Students
Community Service Nov. 21 Sedgefield Middle Students
Program: Greater Enrichment Program
Program Director: Bronica Glover, 704-334-8518
Site Name Site Address Site Coordinator Contact # Program Hours Council
District
Ashley Park Elem. 2401 Belfast Dr. Tangella Stephen 704-334-8518 3:15-6:30 PM 3
School Mon-Fri
Bruns Elem. School 501 S. Bruns Ave. Phillip Jackman 704-334-8518 3:15-6:30 PM )
Mon-Fri
Merry Oaks Elem. 3508 Draper Ave. Denise Rice 704-334-8518 3:15-6:30 PM 1
School Mon-Fri

Event

No Scheduled Events






Program: Police Activities League
Program Director: Jeff Hood, 704-400-6035

Site Name Site Address Site Coordinator Contact # Program Hours Council
District
Bette Rae Rec. Center 2921 Tuckaseegee Rd. | Brandi Hunter 704-449-0946 2:30—-7:00 PM 3
Mon-Fri
Greenville Center 1330 Spring St. Carole Bennett 704-777-7136 2:30—-7:00 PM )
Mon-Fri
Memorial United 4012 Central Ave. Rosa Caldera 704-449-0789 2:30-7:00 PM 5
Methodist Church Mon—Fri
Event Date/Time Location(s) Audience
Coat Drive — Community Oct. 29, 2012 All Sites Community
Service Project
Election Day — Youth Nov. 6, 5PM — 6PM All Sites Youth

Election

Feeding The Homeless —
Community Service Project

Dec. 29, 3PM - 7PM

Greenville Center

Youth and Parents

African Drumming Every - Mon. Bette Rae Rec. Ctr. Youth
Every - Wed. Memorial United
Every - Fri. Greenville Center
5PM - 6PM

Photojournalism Basic's Thursdays, 4:30-6:30 | Memorial United 10 years +

PM

Methodist Church

Mentoring & Leadership

Mondays, 6-8PM

Greenville Center

11-17 Year old males






Program: St. Paul Baptist Church
Program Director: Vincent Alexander, 704-334-4573

Site Name Site Address Site Coordinator Contact # P:_Tf:?:‘ Council District
Belmont Site 1401 N. Allen St. Vincent Alexander 704-334-4573 3-6 PM 1
Event
No Scheduled Events
Program: YWCA
Program Director: Kathy Vinson, 704-525-5770
Site Name Site Address Site Coordinator Contact # Program Hours Council
District
Amay James Rec. Center 2425 Lester St. Monique Martin 704-525-5770 2:30-6:30 PM 3
ext. 218 Mon—Fri
Leafcrest Apartments 6513 Leafcrest Ln. Toyette Ford 704-552-9293 2:30-6:30 PM 6
Mon—Fri
Park Road YWCA 3420 Park Rd. Altacie Stitt 704-525-5770 2:30-6:30 PM 1
ext. 252 Mon—Fri
Southside Apartments 435 Fairwood Ave. Shauntavia Stafford 704-332-1622 2:30-6:30 PM 3
Mon—Fri
Sugaw Creek Rec. Center 943 W. Sugar Creek Rd. Ayesha Wilson 704-494-7040 2:30-6:30 PM 1
Mon—Fri
Sunridge Apartments 4005 Sunridge Ln. Mary Lowery 704-532-2244 2:30-6:30 PM 5
Mon—Fri
Tuckaseegee Rec. Center 4820 Tuckaseegee Rd. Christina Bellamy 704-393-4017 2:30-6:30 PM 3
Mon—Fri
West Charlotte Rec. Center 2400 Kendall Dr. Katidra Withers 704-405-3193 2:30-6:30 PM 5
Mon—Fri

Event

No Scheduled Events






3. The Committee requested staff research best practices to define “nominal fees” for out of school time services.

Staff proposes to incorporate into the RFP participant fee recommendations following guidance from the United States Department of Education,
administrator of the 21° Century Community Learning Center Grant. This grant represents the country’s largest pool of out of school time funds for
academic enrichment opportunities during non-school hours for children, particularly students who attend high-poverty and low-performing schools.

“Programs must be equally accessible to all students targeted for services, regardless of their ability to pay.
Programs that charge fees may not prohibit any family from participating due to their financial situation.
Programs must offer a sliding scale of fees and scholarships for those who cannot afford the program.
Income collected from fees must be used to fund program activities specified in the grant application.”

Programs would be required to provide documentation of their fee schedule, which would be evaluated as a part of the RFP scoring.





City of Charlotte
Out-of-School Time Funding Process Improvements
Meeting 2: 10/17/12

Summary & Recommendations

Meeting Overview

On October 17" 2012, approximately 13 people representing 10 organizations attended a meeting to
provide feedback on proposed revisions to the City of Charlotte’s out-of-school time (OST) funding
process. This was the second meeting in a three-part process to engage OST providers and stakeholders
in crafting funding process improvements. The meeting was facilitated by Charlotte Neighborhood and
Business Services staff and was attended by providers who had submitted an OST funding proposal in
March 2012. Larry King Center staff attended the meeting and took notes.

Current financial partners also met prior to this meeting to discuss the specific recommendations of the
Budget and Economic Development Committees regarding OST funding. City staff communicated that
additional recommendations would be made at the October 18" meeting of the Economic Development
Committee and all recommendations would be considered by City Council on November 12",

Summary of Recommendations
Provider recommendations are summarized below. See Discussion section for additional details.

1. A per agency cap on the total amount funded of $300,000 to $400,000.
A more gradual decline in the program budget percentage cap: 66% in FY14, 50% in FY15, and
33% in FY16.

3. Providers that plan to charge a nominal fee if allowed indicated a possible range between six
and ten dollars per week.

4. For proposal submission, require only one copy of the items listed under Required Documents
and Forms.

5. Solicit ideas from the United Way about structuring and implementing a volunteer review panel.

Discussion

Current Financial Partners

Providers generally agreed that a per agency cap on the total dollar amount funded would be a fair way
to ensure geographic and programmatic diversity and reach a wider variety of populations with the
City’s OST funding. The providers that weighed in on the cap preferred $400,000, the high-end of the
recommended range. However, they would understand a $300,000 cap, if that would enable the
funding to serve an additional community within the City.

In addition, providers generally agreed on the importance of diversifying their funding streams so that, if
CDBG funds continue to decline, they are not dependent on a “dwindling pot of money.” However,
there was great concern about the rapid step-down in funding that would occur with a program budget
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OST Funding Process
Meeting 2, Provider Feedback

percentage cap of 66% in FY14 and 33% in FY15. This timeline was seen as “very drastic.” The concern
over the timeline was shared even by programs whose current funding falls under these levels.
Providers indicated that cultivating new funding relationships can take several years, and requested
consideration of a more gradual decline. Specifically, they recommended a program budget percentage
cap of 66% in FY14, 50% in FY15, and 33% in FY16.

Providers had been informed previously that the Budget Committee voted to recommend allowing
programs to charge a nominal fee. Most providers agreed that a nominal fee can create some level of
program buy-in for the families. However, due to the poverty level of the populations they serve, most
providers indicated that they would not plan to charge a nominal fee even if the contract provision
changed. Providers that previously charged a nominal fee would likely return to that practice if allowed.
Fees may range from six to ten dollars per week, with scholarships available to those who cannot afford
the fee.

RFP Feedback

Providers were asked to give feedback and make comments directly on the RFP document, so discussion
of specific items in the RFP document was limited. Specific questions and comments from providers are
listed below.

Questions:

Is the Early Education Administration Credential still a requirement?
Will there be page limits or character limits in the narrative?

3. Could items listed under Required Documents and Forms be uploaded or submitted
electronically?

4. Will organizations have a place to report on their outcomes?

5. When will staff interviews happen?

6. What is the timeframe for site visits and what will the reviewers be looking for?

Comments:

1. Provide only one copy of the items listed under Required Documents and Forms. These should
be reviewed by City staff to confirm eligibility prior to inviting an organization to submit a
proposal. Many of these are documents are not relevant to the quality of the proposal, and
volunteer reviewers may not be trained to assess them appropriately.

2. The idea of a volunteer review panel was generally well accepted. A recommendation was
made to talk to the United Way about their Citizen Review process to get ideas about how this
may be structured and implemented.

3. Participants expressed gratitude that the City is soliciting feedback and incorporating it as they
move forward with revisions to the process and the RFP document.
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Supporting Entrepreneurs and High Growth Enterprises

November 1, 2012

Background

In May 2011, City Council directed staff to begin work on a high growth enterprise strategy for their review
and consideration. Since that time, staff has worked with leaders in the community to understand and
determine the appropriate role for the City, and to develop a strategy that helps grow the local economy
through support of high growth enterprises.

The Kauffman Foundation defines high growth enterprises as those that “despite their relatively small
numbers, nonetheless account for a disproportionate share of job creation™”. In a 2010 analysis of high growth
firms, Kauffman showed that generally speaking, “the top-performing one percent of firms generates roughly
40 percent of new job creation. Many of these are fast-growing young firms, between the ages of three and
five and comprising less than one percent of all companies, which generate roughly 10 percent of new jobs in
any given year'”.

Historically, the City has focused on all small businesses, not specifically high growth enterprises. Past efforts
include:

e Administration of the Small Business Opportunity Program, which helps small businesses, many of
whom are minority or woman-owned, do business with the City.

e Creation of a Small Business Strategy, which focuses on coordinating the efforts of community resource
partners and managing a one-stop web portal for small business information and events
(CharlotteBusinessResources.com).

e Administration of lending programs such as the Equity Loan Fund and the SBE Mobilization Loan Fund,
and participation in community loan pools such as the Charlotte Community Capital Fund, and a micro-
lending program with Grameen Bank.

Policy Objectives

Economists project a long, slow economic recovery, and Charlotte’s unemployment rate continues to be
above state and national averages. This requires a diverse approach to economic growth. The intended
outcome of this policy is to strengthen Charlotte’s position as an ideal place to start and grow a business in
order to:

e Attract and keep high growth enterprises and entrepreneurs in Charlotte,
e Attract more venture capital investment into Charlotte-based enterprises, and
e Increase the amount of federal research dollars to our local universities.

lHigh Growth Firms and the Future of the American Economy, March 2010 — The Kauffman Foundation
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Recent Activities

Over the past two years, there has been significant activity from our partners to help develop an
environment conducive to growth, including:

e UNC-Charlotte’s Ben Craig Center develops a strategic plan for Ventureprise, a new regional
approach to entrepreneurism.

e Packard Place, a community center for high growth entrepreneurs opened.

e The Charlotte Entrepreneur Alliance (CEA) was created by local entrepreneurs to support, coordinate,
represent and inspire high-growth enterprises in Charlotte.

e The CEA launched two sector specific incubators for start-up companies: CLT Joules Energy Incubator
and a Financial Services Payment Incubator.

e Queen City Forward, a social entrepreneurship model founded in Durham, opened in Charlotte with a
full time executive director.

e The Chamber of Commerce included entrepreneurial support on its work program with a goal of
gaining private sector support for local start-ups.

e The Charlotte Venture Challenge, the University’s business plan competition, received triple the
number of applicants and raised over $100,000 in prize money.

e A proposal for the Charlotte Regional Foundation for Entrepreneurship (CRFE) was developed with a
goal of developing Charlotte’s entrepreneurial ecosystem.

e A proposal for a $25 million statewide venture capital fund was created to raise funds to support
high-growth enterprises.

Challenges & Opportunities

Despite the increased activity in support of high growth entrepreneurs, we have observed the following
challenges and opportunities.

e Charlotte remains largely unknown for entrepreneurism and high growth enterprises.

e Thereis a lack of understanding for entrepreneurism as a driver of job growth.

e Charlotte start-ups would benefit from stronger connections to large corporations.

o There is limited start-up capital in North Carolina and the Charlotte region

e UNC-Charlotte is emerging as a major research university, but currently receives only a small fraction
of the research dollars that come to the state.

e Charlotte has several organizations supporting entrepreneurial development, which struggle with
funding.

o There is an opportunity to identify potential office space locations for high growth enterprises in the
business corridors, and if opportunity arises, vacant city facilities.

Recommended Activities for the City

There are several appropriate ways the City of Charlotte can lead or assist our partners’ collective efforts to
grow the economy through support of high growth enterprises. These are outlined in the following pages.
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Near-Term Activities (to be complete by end of FY13) -

1.

Develop a communications plan for the Mayor and City Council that promotes Charlotte’s history and

spirit of entrepreneurship, and seeks opportunities to raise the profile of the City on the topic statewide

and nationally. The plan may include activities such as:

e Recognizing successful entrepreneurs at Council meetings and on GOV Channel.

(0}

Work with City staff and others to identify and tell the stories of entrepreneurs from Charlotte’s
recent and distant history.

Collaborate with economic development partners, such as the Charlotte Chamber, to send a clear
and consistent message that start-ups are important to Charlotte’s economy.

e Supporting the attraction of angel/venture capital-related conferences and events to Charlotte.

(0}

Partner with Charlotte Entrepreneurs Alliance, economic development partners, Charlotte
Regional Visitors Authority, and others to identify appropriate events to invite to Charlotte.

e Attending and participating as hosts and/or speakers at local start-up events and awards or attending

business openings and making writing thank-you notes to job creators.

(0]

City staff will present to Council opportunities, as they arise, where they can show support
through donation of time at upcoming events.

e Advocating for the development and adoption of tax and regulatory changes identified by the

entrepreneur community that foster high growth enterprises.

(0]

Partner with the Charlotte Entrepreneur Alliance to maintain dialogue with Charlotte’s

entrepreneurial community regarding challenges and opportunities current tax code and other

regulations present.

Work with the City’s lobbyist to prioritize the tax and regulatory needs of entrepreneurs and

potentially align efforts with those of entrepreneurial community partners such as the Charlotte

Chamber.

State and federal tax and regulatory changes identified by the entrepreneur community may

include:

— Improved immigration policies allowing foreign citizens who have the means to start a
business in the U.S.

— Extended student loan deferment

— Making R&D tax credits more permanent to remove the need to re-authorizing repeatedly

— Creating simple, fast, and flexible, processes and paperwork

— Streamlining navigation of government requirements

— Making it easier to license and use technology

— Simplifying and accelerate the process of securing patent rights

— Streamlining exporting processes

Local tax and regulatory changes identified by the entrepreneur community may include:

— Creating simple, fast, and flexible, processes and paperwork

— Streamlining navigation of government requirements
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2. Capitalize on the expertise, products and services of local entrepreneurs in City operations through a plan
that includes activities such as:

e Encouraging City departments, where feasible, to seek solutions from local start-ups with innovative
products and services.

0 ldentify training for City staff, especially procurement departments, on entrepreneur principles -
such as innovation, creativity, design, sustainability, experimentation, and inclusiveness - in order
to increase understanding of these companies’ abilities to create innovative solutions.

0 Explore the costs and benefits of an entrepreneur in residence program to spur innovation,
responsiveness, and a proactive approach to problem solving in public service.

e  Working with local start-ups to understand the technical products, services and expertise available
locally that can be made available to City staff.

0 Leverage the relationship with Charlotte Entrepreneur Alliance (Packard Place, Ventureprise,
Queen City Forward, etc.) to explore co-sponsoring start-up meet and greets and vendor fairs
tailored to public service needs and challenges.

0 Work with partners to create a draft catalog/matrix of typical products or services high growth
entrepreneurs provide such as technology, energy, or financing solutions.

e Making it easier for local start-ups to find Requests for Proposals or other areas of opportunity to do
business with the City.

O Post solicitations/opportunities on CharlotteBusinessResources.com website and also publicize
them in the website newsletter.

0 Perform targeted outreach to the start-up community when relevant opportunities to do business
with the City arise.

0 Work with City Procurement staff to unbundle, where feasible, larger contracts in typical areas of
start-up expertise such as technology.

3. Partner with the Foundation for the Carolinas (FFTC), the private sector and local institutions to establish
the Charlotte Regional Foundation for Entrepreneurship (CRFE) to develop local entrepreneurial
organizations, events, and programs.

e On September 24, 2012, the City received a request from Paul Solitario, organizer of the CRFE, to
contribute $500,000 in the form of a “community challenge” grant to the FFTC to establish the CRFE.
The request was accompanied by a letter of support from the Charlotte Entrepreneur Alliance. The
proposal is for the City’s contribution to be matched by private or institutional funds.

e The CRFE’s objective is to provide grant funding to qualified non-profit organizations and initiatives
that support entrepreneurs and enhance the entrepreneurial ecosystem in the Charlotte Region.

e CRFE grants will be used to address community issues, such as business incubation and acceleration,
startup and business plan competitions, research and technology commercialization, and venture
capital/angel network formation.

e CRFE grants may also be used to fund research that informs and educates the public about the
benefits of high growth enterprises, such as economic impact studies and business surveys, or to
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sponsor panels and conferences for business leaders, economic experts, public officials and other
constituencies concerned with economic development.

CRFE Grants will not be used as equity or seed capital investments.

CRFE grants will be distributed by the FFTC, based upon the approval of a CRFE Advisory Council,
which will include up to eleven (11) members, including:

0 Two representatives of the City of Charlotte, with one member representing the City Council
(appointed by the Mayor), and one member representing Neighborhood & Business Services
(appointed by the City Manager).

0 Four representatives from major donors.

0 Four representatives of the entrepreneurial community.

0 One economic developer from the Region.

Organizations represented on the CRFE Advisory Council are not eligible for grant funding.

A Technical Review Panel, consisting of local entrepreneurs and representatives of entrepreneurial
support agencies, will review grant applications and provide recommendations to the CRFE Advisory
Council.

Grant applications will be evaluated on the extent to which they contribute to the following outcome
goals of the CRFE:

0 Increased number of entrepreneurs and startups in the Charlotte Region;

0 Improved pathways to capital and an increased investment in startups;

0 Increased recognition of the Charlotte Region as having a thriving and dynamic
entrepreneurial ecosystem and culture;

0 Private corporations engaged with and supportive of the Region’s startups.

If Council approves the funding request, staff recommends that the City’s grant be paid in minimum
increments of $100,000 (up to a maximum of $500,000), upon notice from FFTC that matching funds
have been secured.

In addition, FFTC has agreed to fund 50% of the cost for a community strategy that prioritizes
community needs and assists with private fundraising efforts. Staff proposes using a portion of the
City’s challenge grant to fund the other 50%, up to a maximum of $20,000.

The recommended source of funds is the Business Corridor Fund, which has a current balance of
$16.6 million.

Longer-term activities (to be further developed and considered within 1 — 2 years):

4.

5.

Partner with area colleges and universities, with a particular focus on the Charlotte Research Institute
at UNC-Charlotte, to accelerate Charlotte as a center of major research and innovation.

As the need arises, help identify potential facilities that can support high growth enterprises,
including sites that align with other Council policies such as the Business Corridor Strategy.






Charlotte Region

October 30, 2012

Charlotte City Council

Attn: Brad Richardson, Economic Development Manager
Charlotte-Mecklenburg Government Center

600 E. Trade Street, Suite 300

Charlotte, NC 28202

Re: Funding Request to the Charlotte City Council
Dear Mayor & City Councilmembers,

Economic prosperity is directly linked to entrepreneurism. According to the Bureau of the Census Data, firms
with fewer than 20 employees created nearly 72.1% of net new jobs, while the remaining net new jobs are
split between larger firms with 20-499 employees (16.0%) and large firms with more than 500 employees
(12.0%)". In addition, ADP”states that 82.9% of U.S. employment is in businesses with fewer than 500
employees. To ensure Charlotte capitalizes on the economic opportunities of high growth, high-impact
entrepreneurs, the region needs an organized body such as the Charlotte Regional Foundation for
Entrepreneurship (CRFE) to facilitate and coordinate efforts to advance entrepreneurship in the Charlotte
Region.

The CRFE’s mission is to create a dynamic and thriving entrepreneurial ecosystem in Charlotte serving as an
engine for innovation, economic job growth and development. The CRFE is unique in our region, there are no
other organizations in Charlotte dedicated to providing community funding to support the growth of the
entrepreneurial ecosystem.

Although unique in our region, the CRFE is based upon proven models in other cities such as Jumpstart
(http://www.jumpstartinc.org/) serving northeast Ohio and the New York City Partnership Foundation
(http://www.nycif.org/foundation.html). Both of these organizations, since their inceptions, have been significant in
improving their regions entrepreneurship ecosystem increasing job growth, investment capital for startups,
and building a stronger, connected entrepreneurial culture. Since 2005, Jumpstart catalyzed the creation and
retention of 1544 jobs, the generation of $512 million dollars in risk capital and in 2011 generated $220
million dollars in economic impact. The CRFE will drive similar economic growth in the Charlotte Region.

" "An Analysis of Small Business and Jobs" by Brian Head, Office of Advocacy, SBA, March 2010.

2

Automatic Data Processing, Inc. (NASDAQ: ADP), with about S10 billion in revenues and approximately 570,000 clients, is one of the world's largest providers of
business outsourcing solutions. ADP offers a wide range of human resource, payroll, tax and benefits administration solutions and publishes regular National
Employment Reports.




http://www.jumpstartinc.org/

http://www.nycif.org/foundation.html

http://www.adp.com/

http://www.adp.com/solutions/employer-services/human-resources.aspx

http://www.adp.com/solutions/employer-services/payroll.aspx

http://www.adp.com/solutions/employer-services/tax-and-compliance.aspx

http://www.adp.com/solutions/employer-services/benefits.aspx



The CRFE requests a $500,000 “community challenge” grant from the City of Charlotte to provide the seed
money to start the foundation. All CRFE contributions will be held and managed by the Foundation for the
Carolinas (FFTC), and funds will not be used as equity or seed capital investments. All funds will be spent
executing the following objectives:

1. Establish an ongoing entity that will nurture the development of a thriving entrepreneurial ecosystem
in the Charlotte Region.

2. Provide grant funding to qualified non-profit organizations and initiatives dedicated to supporting
entrepreneurs and the entrepreneurship infrastructure in the Charlotte Region.

3. Provide research to help the Region formulate policy by sponsoring economic impact studies,
conducting business surveys, and convening task force panels and conferences for business leaders,
economic experts, public officials and other constituencies concerned with economic development.

4. Act as a champion of entrepreneurship by raising awareness of the entrepreneurial community, and
assist with the coordination and facilitation of activities and initiatives supporting entrepreneurship in
the Charlotte Region.

The CRFE is dedicated to ensuring the following measurable outcomes:

Increased number of entrepreneurs and startups in the Region

Increased job growth in the Charlotte Region

Improved pathways to capital and an increased investment in startups

Develop the Charlotte Region’s entrepreneurial ecosystem and culture to be recognized nationally and
internationally as thriving and dynamic

Increased economic development and positive social impact

e Developed strategic clusters

e Increased number of corporations engaged and supportive of the Region’s startups

CRFE grants will be distributed by the FFTC, based upon the approval of a CRFE Advisory Council, which will
include up to eleven (11) members, including:

o Two representatives from the City of Charlotte: one recommended by the Mayor

(elected); one recommended by the City Manager (staff)

Four representatives from major donors.
Four representatives of the entrepreneurial community.
One member representing a regional economic development agency

The Advisory Council, in collaboration with the FFTC, will meet monthly to review funding application and
select grants recipients, and execute the strategic objectives of the fund. The Advisory Council will also be
responsible for governance and fundraising. The CRFE will also establish a Technical Review Panel, consisting
of local entrepreneurs and representatives of entrepreneurial support agencies, to assist with the review of
grant applications and to provide recommendations to the CRFE Advisory Council.





In addition, to the funding provided by the City, the CRFE is raising funds from private corporations and
donors. The initial goal is to raise S1IM of public and private monies with the long-term goal of raising $5
million to provide the foundation the startup capital for full operation.

Now is the time to act to diversify our economy. The City’s support and funding of the CRFE solidifies a public
private partnership and vision to create a nationally recognized entrepreneurial ecosystem serving as an
engine for innovation, job growth and economic prosperity in our Region.

Sincerely,

J. Paul Solitario
CRFE Advisory Committee
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CMP Carolina Theatre LLC

Proposal for 6t and Tryon / Carolina Theatre
August 16, 2012

» Secure ownership of the property based on contributions and efforts to date

» Maintain and pay taxes on the Theatre parcel while we finalize the plan for
the development of the front portion of the Theatre parcel given the economy.

» Support the City and Foundation For the Carolinas (FFTC) in their effort to
create a temporary pocket park

+ Build Encore or an equivalently high profile project to maximize (i) the value
of the Theatre property, (ii) the tax revenues to the City, and (iii) the funds
available to renovate the Theatre

+ Restore the Theatre for public and private use as previously agreed with City

* Provide access to the Theatre for FFTC and other civic organizations
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The project was delayed for unavoidable reasons

* The economic environment made it impossible for CMP, or any other
group, to move forward on this type of project.

+ Financing has not been readily available, but conditions are
improving.

 The development structure negotiated with the City was difficult, but
workable, in a stronger economy. The current economy has made
such a structure unworkable.
— The time limits & conditions of the previous structure now preclude any ability
to secure financing or development partner
— In the current economy, any group needs to have clear ownership of the
property to move forward

The project was delayed for unavoidable reasons

* Any new group will still have to wait for market conditions to improve. CMP’s
due diligence to date, however, provides the ability to respond to such an
improvement more quickly than any other group.

» The development of the front parcel is complicated by the Theatre
preservation required by the city, but CMP has always agreed to assume
this burden.

— Limited footprint for new building.
— Limited ability to build over Carolina Theatre.
— Creates need to go high and high-end.

» The renovation of the Theatre remains beneficial and important for Charlotte
— Preserves a piece of Charlotte history
— Ties to several of the objectives in the Center City 2020 plan
— Supports the efforts and goals of several groups
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CMP has kept this project alive and is best equipped

(and the most motivated) to complete the Project

» CMP has worked on this project for over 5 years

— lttook nearly 2 years of cooperation and negotiation to create an agreement and
partnership with the City and County.

— An additional 3 years of work, prior to the economic downturn, have gone into
preparing the property for development

 CMP has spent approximately $2 million on development /
architectural costs.
— Over $275K has been spent on legal fees.
— The substantial good faith deposit of $250K has been paid to the City.
— Complete architectural plans for a 20 story tower have been developed.
« Architectural / structural plans could be repurposed for any type of building use.
— Environmental, soil, structural, and legal studies have been completed.

CMP has kept this project alive and is best equipped

(and the most motivated) to complete the Project

» CMP has never stopped working on the Project, despite the difficult
economic climate.

— Secured commitment for 15t/ 2@ floor tenant (restaurant on ground floor; offices
on 2" floor)

— Recently completed an updated feasibility study that verifies viability of project

» We have explored alternatives to Encore as currently configured in the
event the Project needs to be modified due to market conditions:
— Encore: luxury condos (car elevator)
— Mixed use office building (restaurant / retail on ground floor)
— Boutique hotel
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CMP Did Not Expect The Current Dynamic,
But We Are Flexible

* In November 2011, CMP Carolina Theatre LLC met with the City Manager’s
Office to come up with the best path forward for the Carolina Theatre
project.

» CMP and the City mutually agreed that, given the changed economic
circumstances, that it would be best for the City and CMP to modify the
structure of our agreements so that the Project could move forward as soon
as possible.

* In exchange for letting the previous deal expire and forfeiting the $5.5
million in tax abatement and other incentives from the City and County,
CMP accepted a new agreement.

» Such agreement provided CMP an exclusive negotiation period and the
opportunity to individually present to City Council for final vote.

CMP Did Not Expect The Current Dynamic,
But We Are Flexible

« The City entered into discussions with FFTC during the exclusive
period with CMP.

* Despite CMP providing a specific offer, the agreement between CMP
and the City Manager’s office was not followed.

* As CMP indicated in earlier discussions with FFTC during
development of the original Project structure, we are willing to work
with FFTC to find the path forward that is beneficial to CMP, FFTC,
and the Theatre.
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Encore continues to be the best available alternative

+ Maximizes the property value and, therefore, the tax revenues to the City and County
 Maximizes funds available for renovation of the Carolina Theatre

« Provides an appropriate showcase for Uptown Charlotte at 6™ and Tryon

« Utilizes the existing, extensive due diligence that CMP has completed to date.

CMP is Uniquely Positioned for This Project

 The Carolina Theatre site is very complicated and requires the
knowledge and expertise regarding the Theatre gained over 5+ years

» We have a vested interest in the success of the Project.
— Over $2 million invested to date
— Worked on this project for 5+ years

» We have completed several difficult projects Uptown that others
could not complete

« The Trust at 4t and Tryon provides a model for Encore.
— Recent activity supports the Encore project as currently configured.
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CMP is Uniquely Positioned for This Project

» FFTC's interest in the Project provides an additional avenue for the
future use and viability of the Theatre.

— We can, and are interested in, accommodating FFTC'’s needs / desires for
access to the Theatre as part of our development plan.

» We have always had a civic component to our approach. We are not
simply creating the most profitable project.

» CMP has spent great efforts to enter into agreements with the City
and other parties to ensure that civic uses would have a real and
valuable place in the future of the Theatre.

We have completed and maintained difficult projects

downtown during the past few years

Trust Condos / Chima 9 _ _ Charlotte Athletic Club T
« Properties located in center of downtown

« All premiere, highly trafficked addresses
* Located within 5 blocks of each other

Emerson Joseph , Brevard Street Development @
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CMP Proposal to City

* As payment for the outright sale of the Property, CMP proposes that the
$250,000 good faith deposit be delivered to the City. CMP will also pay
all closing costs.

* As further consideration for this purchase, CMP agreed to relieve the
City and County of their original $5.5 million participation in the
restoration efforts.

+ CMP will honor all of its previous agreements with the City regarding the
restoration and use of the Theatre despite the absence of funding from
the City and County.

« Additional Conditions as part of the sale:
— The final design would be subject to a judgment of appropriateness.
— No demolition allowed without the City having the option of buying the Theatre back for $1.
— CMP responsible for all ownership expenses (e.g., property taxes, insurance and maintenance).
— Development is anticipated to commence within 5 years and complete within 10 years.

CMP Proposal to City (cont.)

 As originally discussed between CMP and City staff in November of 2011, given
CMP’s substantial investment to this project to date, CMP needs a commitment
from City to continue its efforts to complete the Project.

»  CMP willing to work toward partnership with FFTC.

» |f CMP partners with FFTC, CMP, as the partner with development experience and
greater knowledge of the Property, would be best suited to own the Property.

»  CMP has demonstrated its comfort with, and commitment, to this type of public /
private / non-profit partnership.

»  CMP willing to convert property back to City in ten years if unsuccessful in its efforts
to develop project.
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Thank you for the opportunity
to present proposal to the
City Economic Development Committee





Foundation For The Carolinas
Carolina Theater Proposal

August 16, 2012

What the Foundation would like to do

 Reclaim important corner (Tryon & 6t) for uptown landscape

Activate a space that has been an eyesore for 33 years

Preserve the Carolina Theater for the benefit of the public

Capitalize on air space above theater to maximize utilization

Place a portion of the property back on the tax roll

Animate this block by creating a Civic Campus
— Discovery Place
— Library/Spirit Square Property =~ FFTC Gallery & Civic Space
— Historic Dunhill Hotel - Carolina Theater
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As the property’s closest neighbor FFTC has a
vested interest in its successful development

Carolina Theater Property FFTC Headquarters

Foundation Proposal — Three Phase Plan

« Phase One — Pocket Park
« Phase Two — Animate Park & Ensure its Upkeep

 Phase Three — Renovate Carolina Theater &
Develop Boutique Office Building
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Phase One — Pocket Park

« Space immediately returned for public use
« FFTC partner with City on development of park
» Park completed by August 31, 2012

« FFTC invested $100,000 in joint project
— Pavers, benches, stage area, electrical, lighting, sculptures

« Donated FFTC staff time for joint project management

« Park is a testament to the power of public/private partnerships
in Charlotte

Pocket Park Design
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Phase Two — Animate Park

Build on momentum of Phase One park
Partner with Charlotte Center City Partner

Look for opportunities to activate the space

— Examples: pop-up retail, street vendors, mini-art performances/exhibitions

Likely timeframe 3 to 5 years
Give the market time to recover

FFTC utilizes time to develop plan, engage partners & fundraise

Phase Three -- Renovation & Development

Carolina Theater Component

- Straight forward renovation, to preserve character & save $$
 Purely “historic” restoration not possible

Run theater as a nonprofit

Enliven theater as civic space during the week (Mon — Thurs)
— Lectures, town hall meetings, civic dialogues, small performance etc.
— Activated the way FFTC activated its current space
— Not in competition with existing nonprofit facilities

Theater an extension of FFTC’s Civic Leadership Space

Potential private sector partnership (Fri — Sun)
— Art/independent film movie house





Phase Three --Renovation & Development

Larger Project Development

» Boutique office facility
— Perhaps 100,000 square feet or 10 floors
Utilizing space in front of/above theater to develop office facility
Does not require parking on-site
Combination of non-profit and for-profit tenants
Privately developed

» Creates synergies with surrounding area
— Non-profit tenants leverage existing FFTC conference rooms
— Builds a hub of activity, a civic block

FFTC Uniquely Positioned for this Project

« Strength of FFTC Community Position

Part of community fabric since 1958

$900 million in assets

Reputation within community

Capability to convene appropriate stakeholders
Expertise in navigating complicated projects

« Vested interest in Carolina Theater site’s success

The property is contiguous to FFTC’s current headquarters
Investment in pocket park

FFTC fire easements exiting onto the property

FFTC utility lines run through Carolina property
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o]





FFTC Uniquely Positioned for this Project

« Civic Campus Concept
— FFTC headquarter facility launching pad for concept
— Leverage current activity in FFTC building-450 meetings per month
— Natural partners on the block — Library, Discovery Place, Spirit Square
— FFTC right player to convene community partners

* FFTC can bring a new financing scenario
— Traditional financing deals have failed for the property
— Height of the real estate market project did not get done
— FFTC has no profit motive
— FFTC can bring philanthropic dollars to the table

FFTC Uniquely Positioned for this Project

« FFTC track record of success with large scale civic projects

— Project Lift $44 million raised & 8+ partners to the table
— Levine Campus  $ 83 million raised & 7 partners to the table
— Current Facility $12 million raised & 8 partners to the table

» Boutique office plan has potential to move project quickly
— If tenants line up, project can move forward quickly
— Potential to bring this piece of the project back on tax roll

(=[]
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FFTC Proposal to City

City sells Carolina Theater property to FFTC for $1

Rather than paying for site, FFTC invest $$ in property
— Phase One: Park
— Phase Two: Activating the space with partners
— Phase Three: Carolina Theater renovation

FFTC agrees to return theater to civic use

FFTC develops larger office project for site, this piece of
project returned to city tax role

No plans for city $$ as part of development
City contribution to the project is the site

FFTC Proposal to City

To continue w/planning FFTC needs commitment of site
from City

FFTC can'’t afford to make investment of agency time &
money unless it controls site

FFTC willing to work toward partnership with CMP Carolina
Theater, LLC

FFTC would like to be lead partner with control of property
and able to partner with another developer if workable
concept can not be forged with CMP Carolina Theater, LLC

FFTC willing to convert property back to City in ten years if
unsuccessful in its efforts to develop project





Thank you for the opportunity
to present proposal to the

City Economic Development Committee





ARK Ventures, Inc.

October 24, 2012

Re:  Carolina Theater Purchase
C/O Peter Q. Zeiler
Development and Investment Manager
Neighborhood & Business Services
City of Charlotte

Dear Peter:

In accordance with our discussions and ARK Ventures, Inc. continued interest in
purchasing and preserving the Carolina Theater on Tryon Street in Uptown Charlotte, we
have prepared the following terms and conditions under which ARK Ventures, Inc.
would be willing to proceed with formal sale negotiations. They are:

Property: Carolina Theater and associated property
6" and Tryon Street, Charlotte, NC

Purchaser: ARK Ventures, Inc.

Seller: City of Charlotte

Sale Price: $500,000 (no financing contingency)

Deposit: $50,000 - due upon signing of sales agreement

Inspection Period: 30 days

Closing: 60 days

Real Estate Taxes: NOT tax exempt

Use of Carolina Theater: To be retrofit and re-used in a similar manner to the
retrofits that have taken place at the NC Music
Factory.

Use of Property in Front of Theater: Highest and best use that the owner of property can
develop.

City’s Required Work: None

City’s Required TIFF: None

19401 Old Jetton Rd. — Suite 101, Cornelius, North Carolina 28031 Phone 704.987.0612 Fax 704.987.0767





ARK Ventures, Inc.

19401 Old Jetton Rd. — Suite 101, Cornelius, North Carolina 28031 Phone 704.987.0612 Fax 704.987.0767





ARK Ventures, Inc.

The terms and conditions expressed in this letter on behalf of ARK Ventures, Inc. reflect
only discussion to date regarding the business terms of a potential agreement between the
parties and is an expression of the parties to continue negotiations toward an agreement,
but do not create any binding obligations on the part of either Seller or Buyer. The
obligations of each party will only be created in a mutually acceptable fully executed
purchase agreement.

Peter, we look forward to continued discussions regarding the sale of the Carolina
Theater and remain excited about the future reopening of this historic venue.

We look forward to hearing from you.
Kindest regards,

Noah Lazes

President

Agreed and accepted:

By:

Its:
Date:

cc: Richard Lazes, ARK Group

19401 Old Jetton Rd. — Suite 101, Cornelius, North Carolina 28031 Phone 704.987.0612 Fax 704.987.0767
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CHARLOTTE: Charlotte City Council
Community Safety Committee
Meeting Summary for November 14, 2012
COMMITTEE AGENDA TOPICS
. Subject: Pedicab Requlations
Action: None
Il. Subject: Public Consumption Ordinance
Action: Voted not to amend the ordinance (unanimous)
I11. Subject: Next Meeting
Wednesday, December 19, 2012 at noon in Room 280
COMMITTEE INFORMATION
Present: Patrick Cannon, Andy Dulin, Claire Fallon and Beth Pickering
Time: 2:05 pm - 3:35 pm

ATTACHMENTS

1. Agenda Package
2. Pedicab Legislation PowerPoint
3. Pedicab/Pedibus Regulations in Comparable cities

DISCUSSION HIGHLIGHTS

Chairman Cannon called the meeting to order and asked everyone in the room to introduce
themselves. He then turned it over to Assistant City Manager Eric Campbell.

l. Pedicab Regulation

Campbell: This is a continuation of the discussion we had last month. We will recap that
presentation with some additional information. Since our meeting last month we have
established a staff work group. We have met three times and the industry sat in on one of our
meetings and what you will see today are the items and issues that developed and those
discussions for the Committee. Tracy Evans from the Police Attorney’s office will do the
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presentation.

Evans: Before we start | want to say that our work group consisted of the City Attorney’s office,
the Policy Attorney’s office, Passenger Vehicle for Hire (PVH) office, CDOT, Center City
Partners and the City Manager’s office, so it is quite a coalition involved in this process.

(Ms. Evans began reviewing the “Pedicab Legislation” presentation (copy attached.)

Cannon: When you talk about the number pedicabs in operation (slide 4), does that include or
exclude independent contractors?

Evans: That number includes independent contractors.
Campbell: That is just an estimate based on that conversation with the industry.

Evans: That is the number of pedicabs that exists, 22 to 26, however each pedicab is not limited
to only one independent contractor so it is possible that more than one person can drive one
pedicab.

Cannon: Does the industry represented here today have an idea of the number of independent
contractors that are out there?

Noah Hagerman: Yes, here in Charlotte we do have about 26 pedicabs that are hubbed here. Out
of the 26, four would be independents where it is just a solo rider that has his own business.
During Panther games, the DNC, etc. there could be as many 20 to 30 additional pedicabs here in
Charlotte so 26 plus at least another 25, there could be 50 at one time or more.

Fallon: Do they know the rules and they have to conform to whatever rules we have now?

Evans: There is no City department that currently regulates these so aside from them going and
reading the City Ordinance, there is no enforcement.

Powers: In regards to the actual ordinance, if they actually operate here they would have to have
a privilege license tax which is a revenue license.

Fallon: Right, and is that monitored?

Powers: In regards to enforcement, I think that would be an issue in itself, them operating here
and not having a privilege license tax. If we become aware of that and the County Tax Office
becomes aware of that they can proceed to enforce against those individuals. But yes, there is a
possibility that they could operate without a privilege license tax, which would be a violation of
the City Ordinance.

Cannon: What does that application process look like? (referencing slide 5)
Evans: It would be a process that one of the City departments could create. When we were

researching a lot of this, we did look at the PVH as a model since they would be applying to
drive for hire such as PVH does. What that would likely look like is pulling a criminal history
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check of the driver, their driving history, a DMV license and it would just be a standard form and
then the department would be responsible for gathering that information.

Cannon: Why do I need to have a driver’s license to drive a bike?

Evans: That was one of the recommendations from the association. One of the reasons we
discussed needing a driver’s license is to look at that person’s history, to be able to look at their
driving history to see if they had any accidents in a vehicle, not a bike.

Cannon: This is a non-motorized vehicle.
Evans: Correct, but you are driving in City traffic on City streets.

Powers: | think the reason why we looked at the driver’s license aspect of it was to insure that
the passenger would be able to ride in a vehicle that was operated by the safest and secure
individual who was knowledgeable of the rules of the road and had not blatantly violated those
rules to the detriment of others. I think that was the concern, and while they may be on a bike, it
was more looking at what has been their history in a larger vehicle, would that be indicative of
them being safe and secure passengers in this smaller type of apparatus.

Evans: Additionally, this is something you may want to look at going forward. There are no
requirements for seatbelts on these pedicabs so it is important that the drivers are good drivers
because there is not an actual safeguard for the passengers.

Cannon: Can you explain to the Committee why there are no seatbelts?

Evans: They are not currently required and I believe some of the manufacturers can make the
actual seatbelts. 1 know that other cities do require those in pedicabs, but we have not so far.

Fallon: You don’t want someone with a DUI and they can only use the bicycle because they
can’t drive a car anymore.

Pickering: To the driver’s license part, if we were to have some kind of an incident or accident
and the public were to learn that the driver didn’t have a driver’s license | think that might be a
concern to the general public. | would support having a driver’s license requirement.

Cannon: 1don’t necessarily disagree with it too much. | just wanted to understand the rational
for it. Would you speak to us about liability insurance?

Evans: This was a recommendation of the Pedicab Association. Currently, both of the
companies we spoke with do carry liability insurance and they know for a fact that some of the
independent contractors do not carry liability insurance. For the independent contractors that are
operating, if a passenger were to be injured there would be no coverage for them. They would
pay for injuries that they may suffer. That is a concern and they recommended that each
company carry $500,000 in liability insurance.
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Cannon: Is that an affordable number for the independent contractors to be able to afford? I’'m
only asking that question largely in part because of previous discussions we’ve had on other
issues about people in other industries, independent operators and the question that this Council
ended up getting in this Committee about whether we were driving people out of business or not.

Evans: That is a concern that our group had as well. Without being able to speak to independent
contractors, we are not aware exactly of what their profit margin is every year. We do believe
that this is a cheaper and safer option for them to obtain liability insurance than have an accident
and have to independently pay for someone’s injuries. Additionally, we did talk about having
independent contractors affiliate with a company so that they may fall under the umbrella of that
company’s insurance without actually being an employee of that company.

Dulin: 1 don’t know if I would want a pedicab on the street that is not covered by $500,000.

Campbell: | believe there are some cities that require more than $500,000. The City of Houston
requires $1 million.

Cannon: 1 just wanted to make sure that we put out on the table that we do believe in equal
opportunity and to be conscious of that I think you’ve got to put something out there just to make
sure people understand that we are thinking about this process.

Fallon: | have a problem with the ability to ride on the sidewalk. What is the purpose of it? 1
will tell you right now going down on North Tryon one day somebody with a pedicab came off
the sidewalk into traffic and I nearly hit them.

Powers: Right now, in regards to the issue of sidewalks, the ordinance basically is that pedicabs
have to ride on the actual City streets and what we are hearing from the Pedicab Association is if
they have the ability to ride on the sidewalks that can help to minimize the possibility of
accidents between vehicles and the pedicabs themselves. It will allow for a freer flow of the
pedicabs from point A to point B instead of having to be in traffic, stopping at the red lights,
possibly having the possibility with larger vehicle injuring passengers so that is why they are
asking for the opportunity to actually ride on the sidewalks in light of the ordinance which
requires them only to be in the public streets.

Cannon: Could I get Transportation to respond to that please?

Billings: That is not what I heard. | heard the folks saying they liked to be on the sidewalks
because it was easier to get fares and to drop people off at their destinations, not that they
actually wanted to ride on the sidewalks. In talking with CDOT I don’t think we are in support
of allowing pedicabs on the sidewalks.

Campbell: During our work group meetings, the consensus was that we would not recommend
changing the current ordinance to allow them on the sidewalks. There was a request to be able to
go on the sidewalks but we are not recommending to the Committee that we do that.

Cannon: Regarding Wilmington, NC’s ordinance, do we have any understanding as to why they





Community Safety Committee

Meeting Summary for November 14, 2012
Page 5 of 12

capped their number at 22?
Christine Edwards: I’m not sure why. It didn’t say in the ordinance.

Cannon: I’m just trying to figure out if that was done because they didn’t want to have but just
so many in the center city. Are cap controls in place or what?

Edwards: It could be because they have the tourism there in Wilmington or it could be
independent contractors could add on to that and be counted as official.

Cannon: This is a seasonal business, but still you could be operating in Florida most all year and
if you want to do it year round you can, but it could be cold outside

Dulin: Regarding the “Equipment” slide, from my on the ground study of pedicabs since we have
been talking about this, the top yellow three-wheel pedicab, that looks like a pedicab and it is
well lit in the front and it is well lit in the back, better in the back and that is what pedicabs that
are running around Panther Stadium look like. The bottom one has got two benches on it, at least
the ones I’ve seen. It looks like somebody took a bunch of piping and screwed it together with
corners and made two benches and isn’t well lit on the back. Noah showed me some pictures
and he is operating both kinds. The top one he has well lit but the bottom one just has two little
lights on either side of it and it is not as well lit as the top one in these examples here. That is
something of concern to me and | would guess the bottom one is much cheaper to purchase and
to operate than the top one because the top one is coming from some Pedicab factory. One of my
concerns is that you guys will rotate to the cheaper model with more profit in it without being as
well lit as the top ones. They can carry more people in the bottom one; it’s got two benches and
not one. My guess is the more people you carry, the more tip you make. I’m more for the upper
professional looking pedicabs than | am for the lower one.

Cannon: With that being said, there is a question on the floor about whether or not we would be
able to distinguish the actual type of cab that we would like to have to operate by.

Evans: Yes, we would be able to do that in the ordinance. We would be able to specify the type
of equipment and specify it by the tricycle type pedicabs.

Dulin: 1don’t care if he has six rows of benches if the poor guy pedaling it can safely pedal the
thing up the hills and it is well lit with appropriate brakes and he can stop it. 1’d like to have the
guys have reflector vests on like we have the valet guys wear.

Cannon: This poses several questions, he is mentioning the visibility of these pedicabs and so as
you talk about being in uniform with each other in terms of both the dress and/or the attire of the
person that is doing the pedaling. Then of course the pedicab in itself and what it looks like, it
almost reminds me of New York City, and some other stuff we had about some cab companies
way back when, on trying to keep them uniform. 1’d like to ask staff, based upon Mr. Dulin’s
suggestion, to engage in some level of discussion with the industry about how one might be
uniformed, potential colors that might be vibrant in color of the pedicabs to determine if that
industry would be willing to look at transitioning to. As you all have that discussion with them
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I’m not suggesting that they have to conform with that, I’m asking that that level of discussions
take place. | would ask that you include Center City Partners in that level of discussion please.
Seatbelts — something that is not on the pedicabs right now. Do we feel like with some of the
things we are asking for with driver’s license and this or that, that it is an important feature to
have on these pedicabs or not?

Campbell: We discussed that and we didn’t land with any specific recommendation primarily
because we didn’t have any data on incidents and they are not required consistently throughout
various cities so we didn’t really come with a recommendation. It is the Committee’s purview if
you want to require them we can make that recommendation to the full Council.

Cannon: Do we know the industry’s perspective on seatbelts?
Campbell: In our meeting I don’t think we ask that question to them.

Cannon: Would you make that part of your discussion when you have these other discussions
with the groups. What are the prices on some pedicabs?

Powers: In our discussions we’ve had with the industry, what we could determine was they price
per person and gave a range of about six blocks. | think it was $5 per person for a six block
range and then an extra dollar per person per block thereafter. That was the ideal standard but it
doesn’t necessarily mean it would conform to that. If they had to go 10 blocks and four people
they might charge $25 instead of charging at the rate | just said before. Staff does not have a
recommendation as to what the price point should be in regards to distance or person, but we
defer to the Committee to make that determination or to ask staff to look into this further.

Cannon: | would ask you to look at other cities and what they are doing. It may be that they are
not doing any of that and it may be that some are doing a little bit of it.

Campbell: The ordinances we reviewed, it seems like the cities are allowing the market to
regulate. There aren’t definite prices. | think they are using language like an agreed upon price
before the patron rides so they are not giving you a real set rate, they are just saying an agreed
upon price.

Evans: It was indicated to us by the members of the Association that we met with that the price
is pretty standard. That $5 for 6 blocks, per person, because if one company decided to charge
more, then those people would just use another pedicab because they are so close in proximity
that that person would lose business. It is pretty much a self-regulating industry.

Cannon: | asked that question because I didn’t know the answer to it, but I am not interested in
over regulating.

Campbell: We will double check that.

Cannon: 1 would ask staff if they would go back and take a look at specifically what would
exclude someone from being able to issue a permit as it relates to their driving history and make
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some recommendations back to the Committee relative to that. There might be some other
things that are out there that we might want to be conscious about. Also, if people are not
following the ordinance as they should, for instance if we know sidewalks are an issue and yet
we see that occurring what then might be the penalty for violating the ordinance.

Evans: Right now it is a standard civil violation ticket and you would just write out the Chapter
violation. Under Chapter 14 | believe it is $30.

Fallon: Would we be suspending the license if they had a number of violations?
Evans: Not currently, no and we could write something like that into it.

Fallon: Does this make the City liable that we are doing this and we are adding more things to
our laws and since we are doing it does that concur and make us liable if there is an accident or
anything?

Powers: | would answer your question slightly different than just yes or no. | think what the
Committee is looking at doing is trying to regulate to insure safety of the passenger. That does
not mean that we will not be sued, but what I can say is if someone attempts to sue us in regards
to these regulations that this Committee may look at, 1 don’t think they will be successful.

Dulin: Ms. Fallon, we get sued thousands and thousands of times. We own the streets and we
own the sidewalks and we own the trees and we get sued because someone hit a tree because we
put a tree in their way. Stuff we are seeing now I think today is more about trying to help these
guys run their business and we can protect ourselves, but also protect the public. If somebody
hiccups on one of our streets they will sue us if they think they can get some cash out of it.

Cannon: What does the industry say about the affiliation requirement you mention on slide 15?

Powers: We did not direct that to the industry. We are posing a lot of this to the PVH Board and
to what their thoughts are about the affiliation requirement. When the Committee tells us your
thoughts on affiliation and whether it is appropriate or not we will then have further discussions
with the industry on that issue.

Evans: They did voice a few concerns to us about the gypsy companies coming in for big events
and not knowing the rules, not having to follow anything that is in place because there currently
haven’t been any enforcement so | think they would be in favor of that based on the
conversations that we’ve had as far as safety is concerned.

Campbell: One of the things | wanted to quickly clarify, I talked with the Chair about this in a
pre-briefing, but I think the Committee needs to be clear that right now this industry isn’t
regulated by anybody. It is just out there. The PVH discussion you are hearing is just the staff
discussion. In some regards PVH is too stringent for this industry because it is not a taxicab so
we have to go back as a staff and really work through something that will be manageable for the
industry. For example, if they got a ticket, assuming it would go immediately under PVH as it
works now, they would have to appeal the citation and would have to go before the PVH Board.
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Would we want pedicab and taxicab drivers appealing to the Board or somebody who was in a
seasonal industry having to wait a while for their appeal to be heard? They would have lost a
month of time.

Cannon: Does the peddler have to wear a helmet?
Powers: Under our ordinance we don’t require any of that.

Cannon: In terms of cash passing hands, is that just basic cash or do they also accept credit
cards?

Campbell: 1don’t believe they accept credit cards.

Cannon: I’m getting nods from the industry that yes they do. Please follow-up on that. |
wonder what would be the harm in us including that as a requirement as well.

Evans: | don’t believe there would be any legal harm to inquiring that.

Cannon: Have you had a level of discussion with Center City Partners about potential hybrid in
conjunction with CDOT, and what was their feedback?

Evans: They indicated to us that they would just want to be kept in the loop as far as who had a
license and the ability to operate, but they are not necessarily concerned with having their hands
in the matter.

Campbell: We have representatives of Center City Partners present today and I think when we
talked about the hybrid it was in context of the model we currently use for vendor permitting and
doing a similar system possibly and give them more involvement, but as Ms. Evans mentioned,
there is also the option of rewriting a section of the PVH Ordinance geared specifically for
pedicabs that would not be as stringent, but would have some of the coverage as well.

Cannon: Can you go back to them and get some clarity to ensure that is exactly what they
understand this case to be? What | don’t want is to become too taxing on an entity where they
may not have the ability to get out there and do the level of inspections, deal with an appellate
process, deal with some of the other related issues that we are asking that one would have to be
engaged in, knowing and understanding what their business is.

Campbell: Our discussion with Center City Partners was not to let them do the inspection piece,
it was the issuing of the permit. Police would still be doing the enforcement and we still
administratively will be doing the applications.

Cannon: Okay, that clears that up and the appellate process would go through the CMPD?
Evans: Either CMPD or some other City Department. It would not go through Center City.

Fallon: | have a question about that. If it goes through Center City in anyway, do they make
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money off it. Do they get a fee for it?
Billings: No.

Dulin: 1 know I might be bringing up a long discussion, and | hope not, but our next agenda item
is Public Consumption as it relates to the Party Pedaler. We are going to be discussing public
consumption on that Party Pedaler and to me that is more dangerous than people sitting in the
back of a horse carriage or a pedicab. Our discussion on public consumption in Item Il today, if
we are talking about bicycles will it retrofit back to the pedicabs and to the horse carriages?

Evans: That is actually one of the issues we are going to present in the next PowerPoint is
whether or not you would want to restrict to the Party Pedaler or if you would like to open it up
to the horse and carriage and pedicabs.

Cannon: 1 would think unless there are other questions from the Committee, this will conclude
this topic on Pedicab Regulations. Staff has some things to go and check out and then come
back to us at the next meeting.

I1. Public Consumption

Campbell: This request came to Council by way of Citizens’ Forum from the owner of the Party
Pedaler. We have a brief presentation just to outline the issue for you and for your consideration.

Tracy Evans reviewed the “Public Consumption” presentation (copy attached)

Pickering: Are other cities using Party Pedaler and offering alcohol or are folks bringing alcohol
with them? What are other cities experiencing?

Evans: There are other cities that currently have some form of Party Pedaler, but there are other
companies that operate in other cities as well. I believe Raleigh has just gotten one and Raleigh
did change their ordinance to allow alcohol on the Party Pedaler, however there is a difference in
the one that operates in Raleigh. It is enclosed on both sides so it is more of a vehicle. From our
research there is another one that is operating in Raleigh that has enclosed sides.

Cannon: 1 believe there are probably some public safety concerns here that a few would have
with that.

Fallon: I was just in Nashville and | saw it. There were about 14 people on itat 11:00 a.m.,
screaming and yelling, throwing their hands up. | am not for it at all. | would leave the
ordinance as it is.

Evans: To your point, | will point out that CMPD is opposed to changing the public
consumption ordinance. Additionally, | believe Officer Buckley can speak to this; we have done
enforcement on Party Pedaler several times. We did have a meeting with Tracy to talk about
who would permit and we did come to the agreement that nobody needed to permit it at that
time. However, we did also inform her and Ms. Keith that they were not to consume alcohol on
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the vehicle and I believe they have received several city citations for continuing to consume
alcohol.

Cannon: Committee, you may have noticed in your materials that there is a position from our
City Attorney (copy attached) with regard to if the Committee felt like they wanted to prohibit
this or not that you would probably land in a good place regardless of your decision. | wanted to
highlight that, knowing and understanding that there is an attorney represented here today on this
issue. | wanted to make sure that | raise that so that you caught it if you haven’t seen that piece of
information. It is from Bob Hagemann, our Attorney, and what he says on that liability piece at
the very bottom is that in my experience the chance that the City could be found liable for not
prohibiting a particular activity is extremely remote. For that reason | do not believe that
concerns about potential liability should factored into your decision.

Pickering: | prefer not to go the route of alcohol. It just makes me uncomfortable. We have just
gone through and are still going through this issue of alcohol ads on buses, | know it is a separate
issue, but it is related and I think we should be consistent in our view on alcohol and | would be
uncomfortable moving forward with this.

Cannon: Officer Buckley, anything you would like to share with us sir?

Buckley: Personally, I’m opposed based on what I’ve seen while doing enforcement up there.
They were informed not to have alcohol, but it has been seen and in fact it has been seen more
than it has been written as far as citations. It leaves some potential open for bottles being thrown
as well as many other safety issues that we don’t want.

Cannon: What are the infractions for doing something like that?

Buckley: To hit someone, arrest with a misdemeanor or an assault. If you hand alcohol to an
underage minor because you don’t know how old that person is you can be cited for that. That is
also arrestable.

Evans: Currently, they would be in violation of the current ordinance against public
consumption.

Cannon: How many have we issued?

Evans: We don’t have a number, but there are at least three citations that I’m personally aware
of.

Cannon: 1 want to keep that in perspective. | don’t want to just throw something out there and
we assume it could be 500 and it is one.

Buckley: They do let me know when they issue them and I can think of two and I think there is
another one so there might be three.

Cannon: From what I’m hearing around the dais in the name of public safety for both the riders
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and those that maybe are not riding this might be something that might create more of something
that we don’t want. | would entertain a motion if there is a motion to leave it alone or a motion
to do something else beyond that.

Fallon: Motion that we leave the ordinance alone as it is.
Pickering: Seconded the motion.

Dulin: I’m going to support the motion knowing that unfortunately this is harmful to your
business, Tracy. | would have looked into this before | spent all that money on equipment
personally, but you can do whatever you want to. | don’t mind coming back and asking us to
come back and look at it in a year to see where we are, to see if there are other best practices in
other cities

Cannon: What really concerns me there is no limit on the amount of consumption of alcohol that
one might be able to cap it or stop at a certain amount and | don’t want to get into a situation
where we have people that engage in drinking that end up not being responsible and create some
type of situation that we would not want to see. I think this would totally be for their sake as
well as everyone else.

Fallon: Is there no regulation to hours? It was 11:00 in the morning, it was in a course area,
there were little kids standing there going to the Hall of Fame at Nashville. I don’t see the point
in it. Why 14 people have to be on the thing screaming and yelling at 11:00 in the morning and
drinking. | don’t see that there is any enhancement to a city.

Cannon: Industry, understand that we are not yelling at you. I think what you hear is just really
some thoughts about where the Committee is right now. The Council at the end of the day still
has to make the decision. We represent less than half of that number. You still have the ability to
lobby outside here if you would like to do that and express your points for consideration. | want
to be fair about making sure you understand what you still have before you in the way of
opportunity if you want to continue to go that route.

The vote was taken on the motion and was recorded as unanimous.

Cannon: 1 want to thank staff for your work on this. | appreciate CMPD giving us your honest
feedback.

1. Next Meeting

Campbell: It is scheduled for December 19" at 12:00 noon in this room. 1 would like to just put
on your radar screen as we move into the new year, we have started discussions for renewing the
Focus Area Plan. There has been a schedule put out for that review so we may have more for the
January meeting, not the December meeting, when it comes to the Focus Area Plan discussions
and how the Committee wants to amend parts of it.
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Meeting adjourned at 3:35 p.m.
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CITY OF CHARLOTTE
OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY

Memorandum
TO: Mayor and City Council [u/k’/
FROM: Robert E. Hagemann, City Attorney
DATE: July 27,2012
RE: “Party Pedaler”

During this past Monday’s Citizen Forum, Council was presented a proposed amendment
to the City Code that would allow the consumption of beer and wine by passengers on
non-motorized vehicles (i.e., horse and carriages, multi-user bicycles) traveling on public
streets. After receiving the proposal, Council asked me to outline the current legal
framework that governs this request and to comment on potential liability to the City if
the Council were to approve the proposed amendment.

Legal Framework

North Carolina ABC laws grant local governments the authority to regulate and prohibit
the possession of open containers and consumption of malt beverages and unfortified
wine on public streets. [Note: State law does not allow the possession of open containers
and consumption of spirituous liquor and fortified wine on public streets, and local
governments have no authority to legalize such.]

Pursuant to this grant of authority, the City Code currently prohibits the possession of
open containers and consumption of beer and wine on public streets and sidewalks, The
ordinance does, however, provide an exception that authorizes the issvance of permits
that allow possession/consumption of beer and wine on public streets/sidewaltks within
the boundaries of a “community-sponsored public function, festival or celebration”.

The proposal submitted on Monday would establish an additional exception to read:

Consumption of beer or wine is permitted on public streetways while the
consumer is a participant in a tour on a non-motorized transpott vehicle
(i.e., horse and carriage, multi-user bicycle) which is operated for
commercial purposes and which is driven or steered by a non-consuming
enmployee of the commercial business.

Based on current ABC laws, Council has the authority to adopt this proposal,
Liability
In my opinion the chance that the City could be found liable for not prohibiting a

particular activity is extremely remote. For that reason, [ do not believe that concerns
about potential liability should factor into your decision.





PUBLIC CONSUMPTION

COMMUNITY SAFETY COMMITTEE

consumption of alcohol?
e And if so, in what capacity?

11/9/2012
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wine, spirituous liquor or mixed beverages or to
offer such beverages to another person on any
public road, street, highway or sidewalk.

— Beer & low alcohol content wines are permitted

» City of Charlotte Ordinance- Sect. 15-3-

< A multi cycle vehicle that allows up to 14
passengers to steer and ride at a speed of
approximately 0.5 mph.

(Picture courtesy of Google images)
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Horse and Carriage

(Picture courtesy of Southern Breeze website)

Pedicabs

(Picture courtesy of R&R Pedicab facebook page)

— How broad should the Ordinance reach?
= Party Pedaler alone? Other non motorized vehicles?

11/9/2012
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Section 14.254 Pedicabs
» (a) Definition
= (b) Applicability of Section

= (¢) Brakes required
e (d) Lamps required
= (e) Operation on sidewalk

11/14/2012





— A device with three or more wheels which is pedaled
by one individual and is used for, or is capable of,
transporting passengers in seats or a platform.

to the industry

< Known operators in Charlotte include:
— R&R Pedicab
— Cycle Taxi USA
— Charlotte Pedicab

11/14/2012





11/14/2012

cab, lamps, brakes
Standard application process
Proof of driver’s license

Liability Insurance
Ability to ride on sidewalks

non-motorized vehicle that is propelled by pedals
and operated for compensation, but does not
include a vehicle that is equipped with individual

bicycle-style seats with pedaling stations for
passengers.

e Enforced by Urban Transportation Committee and






Services
» Liability insurance requirements

< Non-motorized service inspection requirements

* Application process for operating authority in
Austin

motorized electric or gas powered bicycle or tricycle
that transports or is held out to the public as
available to transport passengers for hire

Enforced by Phoenix Police Department
e Requires license

11/14/2012





more wheels designed to carry passengers while
being propelled by human power.

» Enforced by Police Department and Dallas Area

Rapid Transit System
e Operating Authority required, annual fee

11/14/2012





Definition: Pedicabs. A cycle with three or more
wheels operated by one person for the purpose of,
or capable of, transporting passengers for hire in

seats or on a platform made part of the pedicab
e Ordinance under vehicles for hire

Drivers’ requirements
Insurance
Prices

Geography
— City Department ownership

11/14/2012





» Types of pedicabs:
— Tricycle
— Carriage style

e Business License Required

e Decal/Permit
— To be displayed on each pedicab

11/14/2012





— DMV history
= Valid driver’s license
e Driving history

= Affiliation Requirement?

— Must be in possession of the driver at all times

e Type of coverage

— $500,000 liability (recommended by Pedicab
Association)

11/14/2012





* No fixed price

* Require drivers and passengers to agree on the
price of the ride in advance

— Use on streets with a speed limit of 35 mph or less
= Allow authority to limit routes as necessary

e No use on sidewalks

11/14/2012





e Duties
— Create infrastructure to permit drivers/companies
— Monitor inspections

— Police would enforce

11/14/2012

10





Pedicab/Pedibus Regulations in comparable cities

Civy

Administratian

Pedicab
ardinance/Regulations

Public Consumption
Cydinance

City Ordinance

1. Charlotte, NC

Department of
Transportation,
Risk

None

Code 1985, §15-3; Ord. No.
3655, § 5, 7-23-2007)

fVianagement (f) Consumption of beer and
Division “wine is permitted during any
community-sponsored public
function, festival...etc
{g) Application forms for the
permit to referred subsection
(f) of this section...must be ~
filled at least 21 days prior to
opening day of the event
2. Austin, TX Urban Adoption of specific Open container ordinances %
Transportation Pick-up Zones and amended to include certain ||
Committee, modifications during areas. Not in relation to A”gg;{;:le:cigab
Austin Police “super events”; pedicabs. .
Department Pedicabs are regulated -
. as taxicabs
3. Phognix,AZ | Austin Police Requires license, Open container laws . Eﬁ‘: ~
Department;” application to obtain throughout the city prohibit o
Housed under inspection tags, public consumption of Adgggu”r‘gg’sat
. Morals and insurance {owher’s.or aicohol. '
Conduct section | operator’s policy of :
ltability insurance).
4. Dallas, TX Police Requires permission by | Ord. 20788 @
Department; permit to operate a An alcoholic beverage may be g
Dallas Area non-motorized in the vehicle only if the _ngaj_"e'jf.cab
Rapid Transit transport vehicle, passenger: 1) brings the Sronane
System outlines required alcoholic beverage into the
equipment and vehicle and meets the i
insurance. minimum age requirements
of the state, or 2)personally _
purchases the beverage at a )
liquor store while using the
vehicle,
5. Atlanta, GA Bureau of Operator’s Permit Public consumption is &

.taxicabs and

vehicles for hire
Atlanta Police
Depariment

Insurance Coverage
Renewal Applications

unlawful except for
permitted outdoor festivals;

| these events require an

Alcohol permit.

i
Atlanta Pedicab
Ordinance

=






Pedicab/Pedibus Regulations in comparable cities

6. Raleigh, NC No ordinance?

7. Philadelphia, | The Department | License Jnsurance, No mention of open
PA of Streets; Police | application fee and container faws in relation to
Department approval, proposed pedicabs

routes






Pedicab/Pedibus Regulations in comparable cities

Regussts fram the Charlotie Pedicak Assaciztion:

1. Changes to the public consuniption ordinance which would allow consumption of beer or wine

to be permiited on public sireet ways while the consumer is a participant in a tour on a non-
motorized transport vehicle. '

2. Consumption of beer and wine would beona BYOB basis.
3. The Pariy Pedaler would not serve or sell any alcohal

The issues surrounding the revision of a Pedi cab ordinance are two-fold:

1. Changes in public consumption ordinance to allow consumption of beer and wine on public -

street ways

2. Changes to non-motorized vehicle regulations to ensure safety, security and fairness of the
Pedicab industry in Charlotte ’ o

Recommendations:

1. Decide whe will administer and enforce pedicab ordinance.
2. Set course of action to legalize and regulate pedicab industry using standard criteria.
3. Evaluate public consumption ordinance for potential to include non-motorized-transportation.
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		Party Pedaler Memo to Council 07272012

		PUBLIC CONSUMPTION



		pedicabs11.14

		Comparable cities




Environment Committee

Meeting Summary for November 19, 2012

Page 1
COMMITTEE AGENDA TOPICS

l. Subject: Feasibility of a City-County Sustainability Plan

Action: Directed staff to take a more in depth look and cost of the consultant’s

recommendation.

1. Subject: 2013 Meeting Schedule

Action: Approved the 2013 schedule.
I11.  Subject: Next Meeting December 17, 2012, 3:00 p.m.

COMMITTEE INFORMATION

Present: John Autry, Andy Dulin Claire Fallon, David Howard and Beth Pickering
Time: 3:05 p.m. to 4:35 p.m.

ATTACHMENTS

1. Agenda Package
2. CharMeck Community Sustainability Plan Feasibility Study

DISCUSSION HIGHLIGHTS

Committee Discussion:

Committee Chair John Autry welcomed everyone to the meeting and asked those around the
table to introduce themselves.

l. Feasibility of a City-County Community Sustainability Plan

Burch: Just for a bit of context, the Committee has been talking about this for the last several
months. When we last left this subject it was in June of this year when the City and County staff
came to you with the outline of some of the things to be considered as we think about a
Community Sustainability Plan and we suggested at that time that we really needed to do some
more research into the feasibility of doing this plan. Primarily, because it will be a pretty big
community effort depending on the level of sustainability plan you might do, so we want to be
able to go into this collectively, with our eyes open, and knowing what we might be approaching.
In June the City and County staff recommended that we retain some consultant assistance to dig
a little deeper on what it might take and also, in particular, what other cities have done relative to
sustainability planning. You were comfortable with that recommendation and with that direction,
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we retained a consultant. We went through a selection process and selected the International
City and County Management Association (ICMA) as the winning proposal and Tad and Andrea
are here representing ICMA today and they have been working for the last 2 %2 months to pull
together the findings and recommendations that they will present to you. After they go through
this presentation this afternoon, we will ask about three questions to guide discussion and
conversation. We hope that you will give us some guidance as to anything you might want to see
in a sustainability plan or an effort of this type. We would like to seek that guidance and come
back to you. We are not prepared to provide a staff recommendation today. As you will see,
there is a lot of great information in here and it is quite a down-load for today. We are going to
do some more review of this report and then come back at your next meeting in December and
depending on the level of additional information and questions you might have, we may be
prepared to actually give you a recommendation in December as to the next step. With that, |
will ask Rob Phocas to introduce the ICMA staff.

Rob Phocas: As stated we have Andrea Fox and Tad McGalliard here from ICMA. We have
been working very closely with them, we being the internal working group which is made up of
the leadership from the County and the City. Heidi Preuss is here representing the County. In
addition to all the research that Tad and Andrea and their colleagues did, we’ve had several
conversations with them to help refine this report, which as Julie said is the Feasibility Study.

Tad McGalliard: We will be happy to answer questions at any point during the presentation so if
you see something that you like clarification on please feel free to stop us and bring those
questions forward. | am Tad McGalliard, Director of ICMA, Center for Sustainable
Communities and we were pleased to be selected by the City to work with a great group of staff
on the Feasibility Study.

Andrea Fox: | am the Deputy Director for the Center for Sustainable Communities and prior to
that was working in local government and state government.

Tad McGalliard then began reviewing the “CharMeck Community Sustainability Plan Feasibility
Study” presentation (copy attached).

Howard: Did you find any places that had the same set-up, they had a sustainability plan that
crossed County and City but were not combined governments?

McGalliard: We found a number of places where things were operating in tandem on and by the
County, which is the Syracuse region who is putting together a similar type of plan. They’ve got
35 small towns in the county plus the City of Syracuse, plus the County and they are trying to
weave together an effort that would involve all of those various communities.

Howard: | wanted to ask that question more for did you see a set-up where they did it together
and the other way, did you find where they did sustainability plans that were region in nature and
beyond the county?

McGalliard: Certainly there are a number of efforts already ongoing. There is HUD funding out
there. There are about 70 of those around the country which do multi-county and sometimes
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crossing state lines to do regional sustainability exercises.

Howard: Atlanta, for instance, did they just do the city or did they try to their Metro area?
McGalliard: Atlanta has done mainly the city. Their hope is that once the plan has been
refreshed, and they are in the middle or a refresh right now coming out of their CDBG funding,
they are hopeful that the plan will begin to trickle outwards to the surrounding municipalities.
They haven’t figured out what kinds of methodology they would use to transfer some of their
ideas into a more regional activity.

Howard: Atlanta and DeKalb County, which we all know is like one city really, did they do two
different ones or did they try to combine?

McGalliard: Right now it is separate.
Fallon: Were any of these consolidated areas, county and city?

McGalliard: Nashville-Davidson County is a consolidated government. Memphis-Shelby are
somewhat consolidated.

Fox: L.A. is doing a regional approach and they are doing a collaborative one and they are now
working on a regional sustainability plan.

McGalliard: Continued his presentation.

Pickering: The cities that you spoke to, did you speak to any who chose not to go forward with a
sustainability plan?

McGalliard: We didn’t find any that had not gone forward. We found a lot that had not created
a document. We found other communities that were producing sustainability activities without
maybe the benefit of a 150 page document.

Pickering: Did any of the cities you spoke to find any difficulties or caution details or things that
they would do differently, any negative things?

McGalliard: There is a fair amount of challenges, but none of them seem to be insurmountable.
They all had questions on how are we going to pay for this, how do we staff this mission, have
we focused on the right set of activities, have we done enough?

McGalliard and Fox: Continued their presentation.

Dulin: When you guys are getting the groups together, is there anybody in these groups that are
of an opposing thought process on sustainability or going green or is everyone very friendly to
moving the process forward and is just trying to figure out how they want to do it?

Fox: Because it was a fairly short timeframe, we didn’t have a chance to talk to everybody, but
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we talked to a pretty good number of people and based on my experience as working in a couple
other cities | was surprised and happy to find out that a lot of the community does understand
these issues and the folks that we talked to not only understand sustainability, but also
understand what a sustainability plan is. From the people that I talked to, people have different
opinions and some people may want something more comprehensive, some may want something
that is smaller, more basic and not cumbersome. Most people want something that is
measurable. There were a couple of people who were not as keen on that, but we didn’t talk to
anybody who was particularly negative. 1 think that would probably be important especially as
the next phase comes up, as implementation comes up and as a scenario it shows that as the city
and county are moving forward with that. | would think that would be part of the civic
engagement process.

Dulin: 1 would suggest to the Committee and to our guest that they are talking to a very friendly
group. The only people who understand what sustainability plans are, are sustainability people.
The vast majority of folks doesn’t know and have never heard the term, but the folks that are
fired up about it come to the meetings. I’ve continued to say that the City of Charlotte is all over
green initiatives and sustainability initiatives. What I’m looking for in the presentation and I’ve
read some of the stuff, is where there is crossover. | want to protect the work we’ve already
done. Heidi and her folks, she has made a career out of it already.

Autry: | don’t think we are saying throw out anything that has been done already. | think part of
this whole process of what this feasibility study was about was how the city and the county and if
we are so inclined, the surrounding towns within the county, could and would work together to
complement each other in those efforts and identify gaps where efforts should be applied and
then knit all that together into a sustainability plan that would provide a means for having those
kinds of measurements.

Dulin: 1 would suggest that we are already knitted. We certainly have got the needles in our
hands, but these things just keep coming up where I thought | would take my opportunity as a
committee member to have a say Mr. Chairman.

Fox: Continued the presentation.

Howard: How many of the cities that you looked at, no matter what the situation was, was
federally mandated because of environmental issues? Was this some solution to stall the air
quality issue?

Fox: No, California has kind of a unique situation in that the state law doesn’t require cities to
have action plans but a lot of the cities are doing action plans because they think they will be
required to in the coming years and because they have department of energy funds, those
stimulus dollars. | don’t think any of them were a federal standpoint, but that would be the
closest thing to state.

McGalliard: A lot of them have been using stimulus funding to supplement or jump start some
of their issues. | didn’t find any that were mandated.
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Howard: How is L.A. set up on the government side? Was that a department of the City of Los
Angeles?

McGalliard: Actually, it is housed in UCLA, so it is a multi-jurisdictional effort as 4 or 5 COGS
that are involved.

Fallon: How many of these cities don’t have home rule? We don’t have home rule and are
dependent on what we can do on what the legislature says.

McGalliard: We didn’t do an analysis of how many were and how many were not.
Fox: Continued the presentation.

Howard: | don’t have that price chart in front of me, but are they in order of how the cost would
be? That is what we trying to get at, not only the cost of doing the plan, but the cost of
implementing it is what | want to hone in on. For instance we were talking about the quality of
life study, I was wondering in that situation, that sounds like low costs for study but the
implementation is added to the current process.

Burch: Of course this is just to pull together these frameworks or plans, depending on where you
are on the continuum and it did not address the implementation process. Most costs are based on
ICMA estimates at the bottom and would basically be year one, right Andrea. That is not the
ongoing cost.

Fox: This includes staff time.

McGalliard: This is also just to clarify what it is. It is the costs across all jurisdictions and the
county so it is not a Charlotte specific cost or a Mecklenburg County cost.

Howard: This is an estimate of what it would costs to do that here in Charlotte and each one of
these kinds of different geographies.

McGalliard: It is all contained in Mecklenburg County. We made some assumptions about how
many staff from Davidson, Cornelius, Mint Hill and others that might be participating, and how
many hours they might be participating in each one of these scenarios. The cost would be
divided up by jurisdictions.

Howard: How much of that is new funding requirements, for instance the Quality of Life. I’'m
sure that $300,000 is what the Quality of Life Study costs us, not what it would cost to add
sustainability principles to the Quality of Life Study.

McGalliard: It is based on not hiring new staff, but there are some scenarios where it did
recommend a consultant or a facilitator be hired based on the allocation of a particular person’s
time to work this activity at some level.

Burch: I’m looking at Tom Warshauer, he is one of our principle architects of the Quality of
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Life Study redesign and | believe this would be on top of what we are already investing in the
Quality of Life Study.

Warshauer: That is correct.

Burch: One of the questions would be if we are to pursue any of these paths how we might
divide costs among all the participants and how critical that might be or not. In other words, if
we ask towns to participate and presumably we would if it is going to be a community joint
CharMeck Plan, then we would also be asking the folks to help fund the additional costs.

Howard: The places that you studied, did you see if these numbers were on par with what they
spent? | know California is different, it is a different world, but is this kind of on par with efforts
that had happened already?

McGalliard: Many of the communities we talked with only focused on the direct costs of hiring a
consultant. They didn’t break it down on how they reallocated their staff, whether it is in one
jurisdiction or multiple jurisdictions. The cost estimates we got were around $150,000 per
consultant.

Dulin: Remember what they said just a little while ago, all those California towns, they are all
spending stimulus money, “free money” to them. Some taxpayer in Oklahoma was paying for it
but if you run one of these things it is going to be everybody’s aunt and uncle that lives outside
of this building paying for it with their tax dollars.

Howard: But if they breathe better it would be worth it.

Dulin: | think they are breathing better now anyway. We are talking about Charlotte citizen’s
cash and not invisible money coming from the feds, which there is no more of it there by the
way.

Fox: Continued the presentation with the remainder of the slides.
Burch: Read through the last three slides of the “Wrap-up” presentation (copy attached).

Howard: Because | have been involved with the Coordinating Committee, when you first look at
those numbers they can be scary until you really start thinking about the fact that how much of
this will Heidi and Rob just integrate into what they do already? It is almost like what we really
need is you guys look at their recommendation and tell us what the costs will be to set up and to
maintain from year to year. For instance, if | remember right the County requires that committee
to do an environmental report every two years. In a lot of ways this could become that maybe.
How does this all fit into budgets and frameworks already in place before we kind of assume that
this is a start-up of $300,000 or whatever that number was? | don’t know what your work plan
is, but whatever that is over time we should get a real handle on what the cost is before we move
forward and how it would actually be implemented going forward. How much is the county
going to take on? Heidi already has a piece of this and | would think that even some of the
numbers that you use Tom for the Quality of Life Study would come into this if | am not
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mistaken. Where else would they get that data? Have we really examined what that $300,000
would be for? 1’d like a more in depth dive on how Charlotte Mecklenburg would do it, hearing
what the consultant has suggested.

Burch: We have not done that deeper dive on the cost figures at this point. What would be
helpful is whether you would want us to do that for all of the scenarios or are you comfortable
with eliminating a scenario?

Howard: I’m saying the cost of what — to me the recommendation from the consultant makes
total sense. We are reviewing something we already have in place and put it in a broader
framework to put a community conversation around it. What they recommended sounds fine to
me. |1 would just like to get a true cost and I don’t think we have that right now.

Burch: In other words, the Quality of Life Scenario that ICMA is recommending.

Fallon: Have we drawn everything together Rob, Julie and Tom that we have talked about in the
past? All the stuff that we have already done, is it in one place in one report?

Autry: It will be done in an audit.

Phocas: We haven’t done an audit, but one of the things we are working on that we briefed you
on a couple meetings ago is the internal environmental operations plan, which at some level will
do an audit on everything we are doing internally. It won’t cover everything we are doing
externally.

Fallon: Wouldn’t that be the first step so we would know exactly where we stand before we do
anything more in the other scenario?

Burch: The internal piece is really just our own operations.
Fallon: Do you integrate it with the County?

Burch: The County can certainly report on their operations. | think what we are really talking
about here is taking sustainability to a different level other than operational. Some of the
operations feed into that, but it is really a much broader vision.

Fallon: I understand that, but I think the first step is so we know exactly what we are doing
between Tom’s department and you guys together so we have a basis to work off what else we
want to add and start to work on.

Warshauer: The Quality of Life report gives us an opportunity to measure from the outcomes
that we have that are departmental, like water and recycling so it looks at both internal operations
and some external. So it does provide a framework to bring that together. We are having a lot of
meetings together between departments and developing some other pieces so | think it does
provide a good place of starting to pull that together, but by no means pull everything together.





Environment Committee

Meeting Summary for November 19, 2012

Page 8

Fallon: No, but you’ve got something to work beyond.

Warshauer: Correct, and | think that is why they were looking at that as a place to reach out
from.

Fallon: Thank you Tom.

Burch: As far as the City of Charlotte internal operations we are working this coming year to
have measurable goals around that. Are we doing a lot of activities around sustainability and
green? Absolutely. But we have not yet done a lot of measurement around that.

Fallon: 1I’m not looking for the measure, I’m looking for exactly what have we done, what are
we in the process of doing and we build from there.

Burch: As Rob mentioned, we talked to the Committee about that a month or so ago, just to
have a general overview of the many things that we are doing throughout the organization. We
are doing a lot of activity, but it has to be brought together.

Dulin: You all will be staggered by the length of the list of the things that the City is doing and
the County is doing already, everything from changing out the light bulbs on the streets to
environmental practices while we are laying down asphalt. 1’m looking back at the price sheet
and my understanding is the bottom one, the CSP is what the Chairman wanted. Mr. Howard
had mentioned $300,000 that is the collaborative at $340,000. I just need that on the record, that
is $422,000 the first year so you’ve got a lot better grasp of the pocketbook around here than |
do, since I’m in the minority but if you want to spend that much money, $422,000, you are
perfectly capable of doing it. But Ms. Fallon put some good logic out there. 1’ve made a note
here and 1 would like to see a list of the things we are doing already. Before we go off and start
writing $422,000 checks | think you ought to know what we are doing already and | know the
room is full of sustainability folks and that is fine. How much have we paid you to date for the
work that you’ve done?

McGalliard: I don’t think we have been invoiced yet. Probably in the neighborhood of $30,000
to $50,000.

Dulin: Okay, let’s say $30,000 so it is $15,000 each for the City and County. At some point we
might have to say let’s put this thing on hold, let’s let Rob and Heidi tell us what we are doing
already and we are paying for that, that is in the budget. Rob is in the budget. I know you are all
excited about getting the Sustainability Study done but there is a check to stroke for that.

Autry: Let’s just say this also for the record that there is no recommendation that is calling for
any action from this Committee today and the recommendation from ICMA is a hybrid between
the third and fourth scenario, not the CSP at the bottom of the page, which would be my
recommendation. But then again, | don’t want to make decisions based on purely my emotions.
That is why we have this data and this information before us to help us do that.

Howard: I’'m glad you said that because we already have Rob and we already have Heidi and a
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lot of what they talk about is including staff and other work. Why don’t we find out how much
of that we already can cover with what we have in place so we can find out what our real number
would be? Because Rob may take on some of those roles, staff may take on some of those roles,
Heidi may so let’s figure out what the real cost is for Charlotte Mecklenburg before we say what
itis. Some of that I’m sure is just data and we’ve got to pay for data, but we need to do a full
assessment of what it would cost us to do any of those.

Dulin: Number one, in their program they have said one of the things they are going to do is
bring existing materials and stakeholder input and just put that back together for us. It is work
that has already been done. Number two, we will get a pretty good idea about whether it is going
to be $422,000 or $340,000 when they bill us. If it is close to $30,000 their number will be
lower. If they hit us for the $50,000 their number is going to be higher. 1’m just very concerned
and clearly you all can do whatever you want but somebody in the room has to tell you that it
costs real money and we are doing a lot of that work that I’m really proud of. I’ve been on this
Committee for 7 years. I’'m really proud of the work we’ve been doing. Edwin Peacock worked
this Committee hard for four years and 1 don’t know if we need to reinvent the wheel for a half
million dollars.

Autry: | think that is part of what this decision making process of this Committee is about.

Howard: This has nothing to do with the fact that we had the majority, and it did us a lot of good
on the budget as you can see, so that is not true. 1’m saying before we close our minds to it let’s
see what the real cost is and then on the upside actually having a document that we can actually
use to help us find additional money for things. Let’s be open to it.

Dulin: One of the things that is interesting about this town is that we don’t need the outside
money because we can take care of ourselves and not only can we, but we are taking care of
ourselves to a large extent. Who knows how much federal money is flowing in here. You ought
to know, and | certainly don’t know, but I think we can take care of ourselves because this
community can be self-sustaining.

Pickering: One thing I think these folks have pointed out is there may be some efficiencies that
we can find once we see exactly what the City is doing and what the County is doing and get a
handle on it. | would agree with Mr. Howard with the 3 and 4 scenario, | think we’ve got a
fantastic Quality Life of Study which is absolutely invaluable and I’m looking forward to getting
our upcoming update on that.

Burch: There will be a briefing on it, 80 different indicators.
Pickering: That is what it is all about for me.

Autry: As we talk about what it may or may not cost to devise a plan and to implement it, would
that be an opportunity for us to start considering long-term benefits to help use our measurement
for how to move forward? In other words if we do A, B and C we can expect a cost benefit five

years from now, or ten years from now, whether it is dealing with landfills, solid waste disposal,

benefits to water quality, access to water, and how it might impact land use decisions.
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Burch: 1 think it would be premature for us to be able to do that now. I think, certainly, we want
long-term benefits to be a part of what is a measure of that plan, but as far as sitting here today or
the next several months saying it is going to cost X to do scenarios 3 and 4 and a long-term
benefit of that will be Y, I think it is too early.

Autry: How about our friends at ICMA, do you have any kind of data that shows where these
plans have been accepted and implemented in communities and what their projected benefits are,
short-term and long-term?

McGalliard: Certainly communities have done very good jobs of measuring their performance
over time and even some of that has gone as far as certain return on investment. Energy savings
even fund some of the sustainability activities of the local government. Most of that activity
seems to be occurring after a plan has been developed and been in operation for a few years.

Autry: What we really want to be accurate with is the triple bottom line so that we are achieving
some environmental gains, some economic gains and the social aspect.

Burch: That is where the Quality of Life indicators would be the data set to draw up on that. We
are going to have new baseline information available and then over the years we will need to go
back and actually measure those indicators to see what improvements or what gaps there are,
what changes need to be made, etc. in terms of informing the Council’s policy choices and
Mecklenburg County’s policy choices, etc.

Howard: | think you are going to get plenty of data about cost benefits after this conversation. If
| understand the Quality of Life, it is actually county-wide for the first time, so are the towns
participating in the Quality of Life?

Warshauer: Yes.
Howard: Did the towns see the benefit of adding these new measures for sustainability as well?

Pruess: The feedback that I got from the stakeholder meeting that was specifically involving the
towns around this topic; the Quality of Life resonates with them. While it doesn’t get at one of
your particular targets they are comfortable with the indicators.

Howard: | want to know if we added the sustainability criteria would they help pay for the
addition to the studies? I don’t want an answer today. | just think we should talk to them about
participation if we are going to measure their areas too.

Preuss: Keep in mind that the towns rely on the County to facilitate the environmental
assessments and the best use for them.

Fallon: That is exactly why | want that information so we are not redundant and so we don’t go
over it and do it again because it will just cost extra. If we have a guideline on what we’ve done
then we don’t redo things.
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Pickering: ICMA touched on it and some of the folks in the room may not want to hear this, but
terminology matters. The word sustainability - and I know everybody in here gets that word
inside and out, but I am concerned that average folks don’t and it is hard for them to understand
what that notion of sustainability is. They really don’t understand it. | think they do get Quality
of Life so | would suggest that maybe we give some thought to terminology. Climate Action
Plan is another term that is sometimes used. | do think it is actually bigger than that because of
the triple bottom line. Some discussion may be warranted about that word sustainability.

Autry: Language is important and language can have a lot to do with how you can expect
success to follow through with it and gain acceptance and participation on a level that will make
us a sustainable community.

Howard: All you wanted from us was direction; you don’t want a motion for how to spend your
time?

Burch: 1don’t think so. It sounds like there is a consensus, generally speaking, for us to go and
continue to do some work. | don’t think we need a motion unless we think there is a divided
Committee in that regard. We can send a copy of the PowerPoint, but in terms of flushing out
more detail around the cost, but particularly for scenarios 3 and 4. Are you interested in us
working on any of other scenarios or do you want us to hone in on 3 and 4?

Autry: The recommendation from ICMA is a hybrid between scenarios 3 and 4.

Pickering: So we are asking staff to get some cost figures for Mr. Howard, but are we also doing
a list of inventory?

Fallon: 1 would like a list before we do cost estimates. How can you do cost estimates if you
don’t have a list of what you’ve done already?

Burch: We can give you a simple listing of things we are doing operationally and that is in large
part what we did in terms of the presentation over the last couple months. Heidi provided an
overview of the county’s work in the spring so we can pull those things together.

Fallon: I would like to get that before we start talking about which we are going to look at.
Burch: We don’t have it in one simple document that we hand to you.

Fallon: That is what | want. How can we go ahead without having a simple document that tells
us what we’ve done so far and where we are at?

Howard: They don’t have anything to do with each other. One is what we’ve done and the other
is us talking about and looking at how we are going forward, which is two different things. If we

don’t keep the framework conversation going on, which is all we are really talking about, how do
we study this going forward? What are we going to measure and how are we going to do it? To

me that has nothing to do with what we’ve done to this point.
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Fallon: But I can’t decide what we are going to do going forward until I know what we’ve done
before. | would like something pulled together so I know where we are at.

Burch: Would it be helpful if we set down with you, Ms. Fallon, and just talk you through what
all we have? Would that be helpful because we don’t have one single document that would
outline City and County environmental operational plans, policies, etc. We’ve got a couple
PowerPoint’s related to both City and County that we can provide copies of.

Fallon: 1 would like those first.
Burch: Okay, we will do that.

Dulin: Mr. Howard, | agree but we cannot forget. It is not like all the work that Rob and Heidi
and their folks are going to stop. We are going to continue those forward so really the nut is
what you would like to add to what we are doing as we go forward.

Howard: Their work plan will actually become what this is. To me, if you combine what the
City and the County are doing a lot of it is what you are doing already and anything in addition
to that will be added on because now we have this one sustainability plan that we are working on
together. It could become the work plan, but that is what we need them to tell us. They need to
tell us how they will actualize this.

Dulin: Those two groups are collaborating every single day.

Fallon: If you want to engage it with other people that is a way to start, but you’ve got a base to
start with. In other words we are doing it now, how do we build on it and that become part of the
plan with a bottom line with a cost to it?

Autry: Everybody is suggesting here that what we want is to figure out how we build on that and
build a sustainability plan.

Fallon: That | understand, but how do you know what you have to build on if you don’t know
what you have?

Autry: Well, I believe we’ve been talking about this thing for some time and we will continue to
do that.

Pickering: Since we are about to have a Quality of Life update, is there any way we could take
that as a starting point and is there anything else that you folks can think of that is not part of the
Quiality of Life study, that is happening that we could kind of add on?

Autry: | believe that is the direction that the recommendation, considering scenarios 3 and 4 and
moving forward with that and part of scenario 4 is to use the Quality of Life studies.

Pickering: To go to Ms. Fallon’s point of getting some kind of a base line thinking toward a list
of what is happening.
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Fallon: That is what I’m interested in because you are going to run before you walk and that is
the problem. You’ve got to walk first and then run. You have to make everybody understand
what we’ve done, what we can build on and then you start talking about cost and sustainability,
but let us know what we’ve done already and we don’t know. Some of it is in PowerPoint and
some of it is in Quality of Life, but it is not all been drawn together.

Warshauer: | remember at the beginning you said one of the reasons that people wanted some
sort of plan was because there was confusion about all the different things we had done and |
think your conversation really illustrates that. Building that framework is bringing together the
different silos and all the work that has been accomplished. That is one of the things I think that
frustrates you all and frustrates the community because they don’t have a place where they can
see how all this comes together. The Quality of Life, | do think you will see provides us an
opportunity to pull some of those together in some way. It is not the end product of a
sustainability plan, but it is the beginning of how we can talk about sustainability and if we use
that, I think what | was hearing from your conversation was use that as a jumping off point.

Fallon: That is exactly what I’m trying to say.

Burch: 1 think it might be helpful if we could come up with some sort of paper to show how the
City and County operations feeds into the larger picture of the community and it can be built on.
Perhaps it would be helpful, giving the conversation, just to give us some firm guidance of where
you would like to take this next. We will come back in December with the beginning of this. In
the meantime, we will have the benefit of the Quality of Life presentation on December 10" so |
think that will help inform all of this.

Howard: | was just responding to the question staff had about what they should spend their time
on over the next month. | make a motion for us to give you guys direction to move forward with
the recommendations from the consultant with some idea about what the true costs are if we
were to implement what they are suggesting.

Pickering: Second the motion

Dulin: 1 have a secondary motion. To suspend all efforts to start the sustainability study while
pending the report from staff of what we are doing already. (Motion did not receive a second)

Howard: Can I suggest that Julie do what you said if Ms. Fallon and Mr. Dulin wanted to sit
down and see it | think that makes a lot of sense.

Burch: Just for clarification, if we are coming back with additional information on the costs for
scenario 3 and 4, | did not interpret this as direction that the Committee necessarily wants to take
it to the full Council. We are not ready to do that yet. More research on the costs on scenarios 3
and 4.

Pickering: 1I’m talking about the Quality of Life study plus things like solar panels out here
which | assume are not going to be in the Quality of Life study.
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Dulin: No, but they will be on his list of what he is doing already.
Fallon: | think a third person wants the list too.

Burch: We will provide the information about what the City and County are currently doing
operationally.

Dulin: Would you run by me the motion one more time please.

Howard: | recommend for the next month, between now and the next meeting, staff spend their
time on taking the recommendations from the consultant, which is a hybrid of 3 and 4, and
actually give us some idea of what that would really cost, all parties involved.

The vote was taken on the motion and was recorded as follows:

YEAS: 3
NAYS: 2

Dulin: For different reasons | voted no but not because I’m against protecting our environment. |
am for protecting our staff time and our staff resources and protecting the work that we have
been working on for 7 years while I’ve been sitting here.

I1. 2013 Meeting Schedule

The Committee reviewed the 2013 proposed meeting schedule and approved the schedule as is.

Meeting Adjourned at 4:35 p.m.
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Monday, November 19, 2012 at 3:00 p.m.
Charlotte-Mecklenburg Government Center
Room 280

Committee Members: John Autry, Chair

Claire Fallon, Vice Chair
Beth Pickering

Andy Dulin

David Howard

Staff Resources: Julie Burch

AGENDA

Feasibility of a City-County Community Sustainability Plan

Staff Resource: Rob Phocas, Energy and Sustainability Manager

The City and County retained the International City and County Management
Association (ICMA) to assist staff in assessing the feasibility of developing a
Charlotte-Mecklenburg community sustainability plan. Representatives of ICMA
will present a summary of their findings and recommendations to the Committee
and staff will outline next steps. No action is requested.
Attachment: 1. Briefing Paper

2. ICMA Report

3. Appendix

2013 Meeting Schedule
The Committee is asked to consider the proposed 2013 meeting calendar attached.

Next Meeting: December 17 at 3:00 p.m.

Distribution:

Mayor/City Council Curt Walton, City Manager Leadership Team

Bob Hagemann Stephanie Kelly Environmental Cabinet





2013 Proposed Meeting Schedule for City Council Environment Committee

3" Monday of each month at 3:00 pm
Room 280

*January 22 (Tuesday, due to MLK Holiday)
February 18
March 18
April 15
May 20
June 17
September 16
October 21
November 18

December 16

Notes:
No July or August meetings due to Council’s summer schedule






CharMeck Community Sustainability
Plan Feasibility Study

Presented to City of Charlotte, City Council,
Environment Committee

11/19/12






Purpose of Study

Why should or shouldn’t CharMeck consider
developing a CSP?

What Is to be gained or lost by moving
forward?

What resources (time, money, effort) will be
required?

Based on research and stakeholder feedback,
which solutions make the most sense?






Why Develop a CSP?

Knit together existing resources
Decrease operation in silos
Provide a forum for conversations

Position CharMeck for grant funding, awards,
recognition

No single entry point (person, plan, committee,
website)

Meet community expectations






DATA SOURCES & METHODOLOGY






Data Sources & Methodology

Case Studies

Interviews

Meetings Findinas Scenarios &
g Recommendations

Survey Data
®

Other Research
00000






Case Studies

Appendix A
14 communities (see next slide)

Demographic information (population,
operating budget, staff size, etc.)

Sustainability profile (Is there a plan?
Major programs, budget, staff, partners,
success stories)






Case Study Communities

Asheville, NC
Arlington County, VA
Atlanta, GA
Baltimore, MD
DeKalb County, GA
Dubuqgue, IA
Durham, NC

Nashville-Davidson, TN
Palo Alto, CA

Raleigh, NC

San Antonio, TX
Sarasota County, FL
Memphis-Shelby, TN
Onondaga County, NY






Interviews

e Appendix B
* Interviewees - local government, business,
non-profit, academia

e Questions - define sustainabillity,

benefits/challenges of a CSP, civic
engagement tactics, what could CSP knit

together, etc.?






Meetings

* Appendix C
 Meetings
— City of Charlotte, Mecklenburg County staff

— Non-profit organizations
— Mecklenburg County towns

« SWOT analysis, ideal outcomes, key
partners, managerial structure, etc.






Interviewees and Meeting
Participants

City of Charlotte Charlotte Center City Partners
Mecklenburg County Charlotte Chamber of Commerce
Town of Cornelius Charlotte Regional Partnership
Town of Davidson Charlotte Regional Realtors Assn.
Town of Huntersville Clean Air Coalition

Town of Matthews Crossroads Charlotte

Town of Mint Hill Foundation for the Carolinas
Charlotte Mecklenburg Schools Johnson C. Smith University
Charlotte Mecklenburg Utilities NC Central Piedmont Sierra Club
Centralina COG Sustain Charlotte

UNCC Metropolitan Studies Group USGBC Charlotte Regional Chapter






Survey Data

e 2010 Survey of Local Government
Sustainablility Programs and Policies

— National survey
— 2,176 respondents (25% response rate)

—>100 questions across policy and program
areas (policy actions, recognition programs,
water, recycling, energy, transportation,
buildings & land use, social inclusion, etc.)






Sample Survey Findings

 Average number of FTEs dedicated to a
community’s sustainability effort 1s1.9

26.7% of respondents appointed a citizens
committee, task force or commission for their
sustainability efforts

e <15% report on quality of life indicators

* Also learned about sustainability programs, I.e.
% that recycle, have bike lanes, mixed-use
zoning codes, local farmer’s markets






Other Research

 CharMeck documents
e Other local government sustainabllity plans
 Reports






KEY STUDY FINDINGS






Key Study Findings

Terminology matters
Knit together existing resources

Engagement beyond public hearings

Goal Setting and Performance
Measurement matter






Key Study Findings (cont.)

* A few local governments setting pace;
most still In infancy stages

 Implementation is variable
e Sustainability is a local issue






SCENARIOS






SiX Scenarios

Business as Usual

N\
Meeting of the Minds

\Z

Framework

N\
Quality of Life 2.0

\Z

Collaborative

\Z

Community Sustainability Plan






Business as Usual

e Continue the current course
* No upfront costs
e Opportunity costs






Meeting of the Minds

Three meetings
Common vision

Communication regarding activities of
neighboring jurisdictions

Areas of interest where coordination,
collaboration benefits all parties

External facilitator






Framework

 Monthly meetings
Common set of guiding principles
Does not proscribe how to get there
External consultant

Brief “posterizable” final document






QOL 2.0

Build from QOL Study to create focused
sustainability strategy

3-5 Indicators, set goals
Monthly meetings with stakeholders — how

goal will be met, assess progress
Describe plans and programs in place

Existing QOL Study governing structure
External consultant






Collaborative

Flexible, formal network

Promote cross-jurisdictional and public-
private partnerships

Clear expectations

Charter and Governance Policy documents
Governance Committees

Year 1 spent becoming operational
External consultant(s)






CSP

Coordinate efforts, communication tool,
funding eligibility

The process is valuable

Existing materials & stakeholder input

CSP Chapters - successes, future plans,
goals, implementation steps

Governance structure — Task Force with
key leaders & larger Steering Committee






RECOMMENDATIONS






What we heard:

* “Need a way to knit together various plans
and efforts ”

“Don’t develop something that duplicates
other efforts or Is redundant”

“Need a solution that makes sense for
CharMeck, not something boilerplate”






Framework + QOL 2.0 Features

Build on QOL Study and process

Framework - common guiding principles,
brief “posterizable” document

QOL 2.0 - measureable, specific goals
Manageable, can be built upon
Stakeholders involvement






Framework + QOL 2.0

Problem Trying to Solve How this addresses it

Efforts not coordinated v Common vision and communication
about priorities

No single entry point Centralized effort and document

Community expectations Expectations met, redundancy
avoided

Opportunity costs Lessened through stakeholder
collaboration

Similarly sized cities have Leadership by Example
coordinated effort

Community inclusion Stakeholder engagement and
awareness

Lack communication tool Now have communication tool






Moving Forward

CharMeck has made great progress. Need to
determine where to jJump in the middle, with
whom, what direction






Questions?

Tad McGalliard, Director of Sustainability
ICMA
202-962-3563
tmcgalliard@icma.org

Andrea Fox, Deputy Director of Sustainability
ICMA
202-962-3641
afox@icma.org






BAU Stay the = -- No additional work Opportunity costs
course or resources
required
Meeting of Cross- 0.65 FTE $64,717 Everyone on same Not enough, no
the Minds jurisdictional & page, begin actionable steps
meeting(s) consultant conversation
Framework  Common 1.25 FTE $154,510 Open lines of No actionable
guiding communication, steps
principles good starting point
QOL 2.0 Build on 2.4 FTE & $333,064 Measurable goals Could muddy the
QOL Study  consultant with actionable QOL Study
steps
Collaborative Formal 1.95 FTE $340,305 Singular location, Too formal,
governing & gatekeeper for stakeholders
structure consultant sustainability don’t want
issues another layer
CSP Comprehens 3.45 FTE $422,930 Comprehensive Resource
ve & document outlines intensive, could
sustainability consultant past successes, be a shelf
plan future plans document
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